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Abstract 
Accountability for the Mission: A Case Study on Internal Accountability Systems  
at the Secondary School Level 
Linda Huskey Boone 
Craig C. Bach, Ph.D. 
 
 
 
Research (Gareis, 1996; Robertson, 2000; Stemler & Bebell, 1999) regarding K-12 
mission statements shows that while academic achievement appears frequently as a 
component in these statements, it is neither the sole nor often the top priority of schools.  
Policymakers at the federal and state levels seeking greater accountability for results, on 
the other hand, appear to focus primarily on schools’ abilities to improve students’ 
academic achievement as demonstrated through standardized testing.  Using the concepts 
of internal and external accountability (Abelmann & Elmore, 1999; Elmore & Fuhrman, 
2001; Newmann, Kingdon & Rigdon, 1997) this case study examined three high schools 
to determine: 1) what are the multiple purposes or desired outcomes of schools 
articulated via mission statements, 2) what tools of external accountability exist to 
measure the multiple purposes of schools, 3) what kinds of internal accountability 
systems are in place to evaluate schools’ effectiveness in meeting stated purposes, and 4) 
what impediments exist that prevent schools from developing internal accountability 
systems for their outcomes.  Results of the study indicated that academic, affective and 
environmental expectations can be identified in mission statements, but external tools of 
accountability exist only for academic outcomes.  Internal norms were identified in all 
three high schools that pointed to their ability to address the multiple purposes espoused 
in their respective missions, but no systems of internal accountability could be shown that 
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pointed to how a school formally or informally evaluated its effectiveness in meeting its 
mission. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction to the Study 
Since the publication of A Nation at Risk (National Commission on Excellence in 
Education, 1983), school improvement has been a focus of the national agenda in the 
United States.  Researchers and politicians have decried the inability of the nation’s 
schools to meet the educational needs of its youth.  In response, many educators active in 
school reform movements (Adler, 1982; Glasser, 1998; Sizer, 1984) have sought to 
remedy low performance in schools.  However, the issue of quality in education has yet 
to be resolved.  While accountability efforts strive to address shortcomings and force 
appropriate changes in the nation’s schools, policymakers and educators continue to seek 
an appropriate framework to define effective schools (Barker & Robinson, 2001; 
“Characteristics”, 2003; Meehan et al., 2002; “Overview”, 2002).  A clear focus on the 
necessity of quality teaching emerges from this research, but there is less consensus 
regarding how other variables contribute to the overall picture of school effectiveness.  
For instance, the interaction between school and the home and family plays a key role in 
several models of effective schools; in others, the impact of school leadership is a major 
component of effectiveness (McMeekin, 2003; Office of Educational Research and 
Improvement, 1996; Rutter & Maughan, 2002).  Further, some schools recognize a need 
to look beyond academic performance in assessing their effectiveness (Houston, 2003).   
Because there appears to be no consensus regarding what defines an effective 
school or how effectiveness is best achieved, it may be more appropriate for a school 
community to develop its own definition of effectiveness, structure its own framework 
for accountability, and align those efforts with its own sense of purpose and mission 
rather than relying primarily on external modes of accountability.  What follows in this 
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introduction is an examination of the interaction between purpose, mission, and 
accountability within the context of school improvement. 
 
Background of the Problem 
School Improvement 
Although educators have been discussing school improvement for years 
(Altenbaugh, 1999; Lazerson, 1987; Palmer, 2000), the more recent emphasis on school 
accountability has brought renewed vigor to the public’s awareness of the need to reform 
poorly performing school systems.  While the debate over accountability often centers on 
the validity of the measurements used and defining the concept of “poor performing,” the 
issue of school improvement encompasses how educators do their work, as well as the 
outcomes viewed in accountability measures.  Some of the more popular initiatives for 
school improvement, such as small learning communities and teacher leadership, arise 
from the notion that a common vision based on good teaching and learning is necessary 
to facilitate the changes required to ensure quality education.  In those situations, before 
structures and organizational priorities can be set, before new programs and practices can 
be attempted, before policies can be determined, there must be a common vision of what 
constitutes an effective school (Donaldson, 2001; Sergiovanni, 2000).   
Senge et al. (2000) speak to the notion of learning communities and how schools 
can position themselves for success through conditions that ensure all are working toward 
a common purpose.  In defining core concepts about learning, Senge emphasizes that real 
learning is driven by vision: “Improving the numbers and providing safe learning spaces 
are legitimate goals, but they can’t replace the power of a larger vision, personal and 
shared, as the driving force behind improving schools” (p. 22).   
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Others (Elmore, 1990; Fullan, 2001; Schlechty, 1997) promote the idea that 
building coherence around common goals and objectives enables communities to focus 
on those issues that are important in their schools and to create environments where 
leadership empowers a variety of stakeholders to engage the school in purposeful work in 
the education of its students.  According to these authors, the commonality of purpose 
continues to be the motivator for change.  They emphasize that schools function best 
when the greatest number of constituencies understand and agree on the proper role of the 
school.   Their emphasis suggests that there is not a single purpose for all schools.  
Indeed, the concepts lend themselves more to the notion that each school is unique in its 
purpose. 
 
Purposes of Schools 
Educational historians and philosophers have traced the purpose of organized 
schooling through several metamorphoses.  Defined by Thomas Jefferson in the late 
1700s as necessary to ensure a citizenry that maintains an understanding of our 
democratic way of life (Bierlein, 1993; Gareis, 1996), education was seen as vital by 
early American leaders.  It may not, however, have been envisioned as the sociopolitical 
construction that it has become.  Although the visible structure and availability of 
schooling have grown significantly from the notion of early American schools, the value 
of an educated citizenry in this country has never been in doubt. As American society has 
developed a deeper understanding of the idea of equality (from the abolishment of 
slavery through women’s suffrage to the Civil Rights Act of 1964) and what that means 
for education, schools have taken on a greater role in the social conscience of the nation. 
Schools today deal with myriad social issues as part of their educational agenda.  Issues 
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such as drug and sex education, for instance, often vie for attention in the daily school 
schedule, as do competitive athletics, community service, and artistic performance.  
While clarifying and promoting the founding tenets of our country, some school 
programs are further designed to answer the career preparation needs of the nation. In 
addition to providing instruction in core subject content areas, schools often find factions 
competing for resources—not the least of which is student time and interest—as they 
struggle to address their role in society.  The multiple purposes of schools, however, 
rarely serve as a point of consensus.  Identifying the role of a school among the many 
potential purposes is crucial if a common vision of an effective school is to emerge.  One 
popular tool for clarifying the role of the school is the mission statement. 
 
Mission Statements  
 Derived from the business world, the mission statement is an organizational 
mechanism that “defines the fundamental, unique purpose that sets a business apart from 
other firms of its type and identifies the scope of the business’s operations in product and 
market terms” (Pearce & David, 1987, p. 109).  The Middle States Association of 
Colleges and Schools, an accrediting body that requires each member school to formulate 
a mission statement, defines the mission statement as follows: 
A school’s mission should reflect in broad and visionary terms what the 
school is and is striving to become. It should be outcome-based, providing 
clarity on: 
• the school’s audience (whom it currently serves or should serve in the 
future),  
• its action (what it currently does or should do in the future),  
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• its aim (the current purpose for which it exists or what the school’s 
purpose should be in the future), 
• its identity (what makes the school unique), and 
• its means/function (how, in broad terms, it will do it)  (2002, p. 55). 
Sometimes referred to as vision statements, mission statements provide the 
foundational concepts for what an organization hopes to accomplish.  For schools, 
this often refers to the outcomes expected from teaching and learning. 
Lampooned by Scott Adams in The Dilbert Principle, a mission statement has 
also been defined as, “a long awkward sentence that demonstrates management’s 
inability to think clearly” (in Rigby, 1998, ¶ 5).  Regardless of their detractors (Bartkus, 
Glassman & McAfee, 2000; Emery, 1996), mission statements have endured as a part of 
the repertoire of documents that guide the actions of those who lead organizations of all 
types.  Created and utilized effectively, mission statements have the power to reflect the 
shared vision of a school community and serve as the foundation for initiatives designed 
to improve the school.  In addition, the mission can serve as a guide for appropriate 
priorities for daily activities.  Without a clear foundation and understanding of purpose, 
the resources of schools can easily become scattered and misdirected.  The mission 
statement of a school can be a powerful tool to guide all stakeholders in a common 
direction. 
Mission, according to Thomas (2002), if it is to be unique to educational 
institutions, should provide a focus on academic success for individual students.  Arguing 
that “schools should be accountable only for those functions that are unique to public 
education” (p. 38), he nevertheless acknowledges that “need, pattern, and the public’s 
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expectations of schools” (p. 38) are much broader in scope than a sharpened vision of 
academic success for all.  Thomas’ discussion points to an important question.  How do 
educational leaders meet the public’s expectations for schools and demonstrate success 
when the aims and purposes of schools reflected in the mission statement frequently 
suggest that the school be all encompassing?   This question leads to a closer examination 
of accountability and how it is applied in schools today. 
 
School Accountability 
The nation’s school accountability movement has put the spotlight on the 
effectiveness of today’s schools.  Shifting the focus from what is provided to and by 
schools to what is produced by them has put the onus on those responsible for leading 
schools to account for their outcomes (McMeekin, 2003; Wagner, 1989). Those results 
are often defined through high stakes test scores reflective of a school’s ability to ensure 
that students have mastered identified learning standards.  Student achievement scores, 
whether generated by state mandated testing or nationally norm-referenced tests, serve as 
the basis of most accountability measures.  
The renewal of the ESEA (Elementary and Secondary Education Act) in 2001, 
known as NCLB, the No Child Left Behind Act, places further emphasis on meeting 
academic proficiency standards and clarifies the consequences (a hallmark of 
accountability) for schools that fail to produce proficiency in their students.  While each 
state is allowed to determine what qualifies as adequate yearly progress (AYP) toward 
appropriate goals, the focus remains on the academic portion of school missions 
(“Introduction”, 2002).  
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Some researchers (Elmore & Fuhrman, 2001; Mazzeo, 2001; Reeves, 2006) tout 
the benefits of accountability as a motivator for change rather than as the public often 
views it—as a measure of quality.  Concerns abound, however, regarding the use of 
accountability as a means to impose punitive sanctions for failing schools rather than as a 
method of determining where support is needed the most (Fuhrman & Elmore, 2004; 
Jones, 2004; Ladd, 2001; O’Day, 1999).  Elmore and Fuhrman highlight, too, the need 
for internal accountability as a precursor to external accountability.  Their argument 
focuses on the need for school communities to implement appropriate methods of self-
evaluation and response before they can accept the benefits of external accountability as a 
motivator for change and improvement.   
Internal accountability is a key issue for any study that plans to explore a wider 
arena of mission effectiveness than is covered by current external accountability methods.  
Newmann, King, & Rigdon (1997), frequently referenced by researchers, initially 
explored the notion of internal accountability in a study that first defined four basic 
components that should appear in any complete school accountability system: 
1. Information about the organization’s performance (e.g., test scores). 
2. Standards for judging the quality or degree of success of organizational 
performance (e.g., a mean achievement score higher than other schools with 
comparable demographic characteristics). 
3. Significant consequences to the organization (i.e., rewards and sanctions such 
as bonuses to teachers in the school) for its success or failure in meeting 
specified standards. 
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4. An agent or constituency that receives information on organizational 
performance, judges the extent to which standards have been met, and 
distributes rewards and sanctions (e.g., the state department of instruction). (p. 
43) 
Newman and his associates also defined internal accountability within this framework of 
school accountability as systems in which schools utilize their staff in each of the four 
areas—as gatherers of information, setters of standards, judges, and deliverers of 
consequences.  The researchers drew the following conclusions: 
These internally generated accountability systems constituted a major source of 
cohesion within the school.  Thus, internal accountability can be seen not only as 
a building block of organizational capacity, but also as a result or product of high 
organizational capacity.  That is, a school’s commitment to monitor its progress 
and offer its own set of rewards and sanctions can lead to higher consensus and 
skill development among staff.  Or, strong, clear consensus on a school’s mission 
can lead to building an internal system of monitoring, with rewards and sanctions 
at the school.  (p. 48) 
 
Unless internal accountability is factored into a school’s overall accountability plan, what 
appears to be missing frequently is an alignment between accountability measures and the 
multiple purposes for which a school is expected to pursue.  Most external accountability 
systems fail to address these multiple purposes for schools. 
 
Statement of the Problem 
The debate over accountability centers on whether measures of school success 
should focus primarily on schools’ abilities to produce expected levels of student 
academic achievement as demonstrated through standardized testing.  Many educators 
counter that, if schools are to be held accountable for their work, the full expectations 
society places on those schools should be considered in accountability measures.  A 
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disconnect appears to occur between school accountability and school purposes.  In 
addition, Ablemann & Elmore (1999) have postulated that external measures of 
accountability have far less impact on schools’ staff behavior than do internal 
accountability systems.  Schools appear to have an incomplete picture, as drawn by 
accountability systems, internal or external, for how success in meeting the multiple 
purposes outlined by their mission should be defined.  
 
Research Questions 
 Because of the limited nature of external accountability systems and the 
documented favorable impact of internal accountability, the use of internal accountability 
systems may play a significant role in any system designed to either validate existing 
work or highlight areas for improvement.  This study explores four fundamental 
questions on this topic:  
• What are the multiple purposes or desired outcomes of schools articulated via 
mission statements?   
• What tools of external accountability exist to measure the multiple purposes of 
schools?  
• What kinds of internal accountability systems are in place to evaluate schools’ 
effectiveness in meeting stated purposes?   
• What impediments exist to prevent schools from developing internal accountability 
systems for their outcomes? 
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The high school is the primary focus for this study.  There are four reasons for 
limiting the research to the secondary level.  First, in general, the work of K-8 schools is 
geared toward preparation for success in high school, whereas secondary schools 
frequently have broader purposes as the culminating institution for PreK-12 education. 
Also, high schools tend to be more diverse, addressing a wider variety of needs and 
serving a larger school population. Historically, too, most accountability systems have 
focused on results of high schools (e.g. graduation rates, drop out rates, etc.), although 
many of the newer required state tests begin at the lower levels.  Finally, high schools 
typically enjoy a greater relationship with the “outside” world in terms of realizing 
opportunities for students to employ work-related skills and knowledge.  These 
relationships with businesses, elementary schools, and a diverse community, often have a 
significant impact on a school community’s expectations for a school—its mission. 
 
Significance of the Study 
 While federal, state, and local governments continue to establish methods and 
policies for providing accountability measures for the nation’s schools, practitioners 
argue over either the validity of the measures, their fairness to students, and the 
reasonableness of relying on those externally driven means to ensure schools are 
fulfilling their purposes (Armistead, Armistead & Breckheimer, 2001; Bracey, 2006; 
Brennan, Kim, Wenz-Goss & Siperstein, 2001; Guskey, 2001; Ladd, 2001; O’Day, 1999; 
Parker, 2001).   
 Increasing the body of knowledge regarding how schools determine their own 
effectiveness is important in a number of ways.  First, identifying and examining tools 
and systems for internal accountability may lead schools to adopt increased self-
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evaluative practices that will lead to less resistance to those external measures that are 
non-negotiable.  By building on the theory that strong internal accountability systems can 
positively impact school response to external accountability (Elmore & Fuhrman, 2001; 
Newmann, King and Rigdon, 1997), a study that examines internal accountability 
systems may lead to improved results on measures of external accountability.   
Second, further contributions to the dialog surrounding the multiple purposes of 
schools may help practitioners improve their efforts regarding accountability for those 
issues that are of importance to the local community, as well as on those that are of 
national importance.  Some educators argue against current accountability efforts solely 
because they ignore the bigger picture of a school’s purposes.  On the other hand, the 
dialog may also lead the larger community to redefine the purposes of schools to a more 
focused and less encompassing role. 
Finally, reviewing internal systems of accountability for school mission 
components that currently have few to no external means of accountability may lead to 
the development of a broader based, standardized, or norm-referenced system of 
evaluation of common non-academic themes found in school mission statements. 
 
Definition of Terms 
 The following terms can have varying meanings to various readers.  To clarify, 
the definitions provided here present the researcher’s interpretations of these concepts 
and explain how they are used in this study. 
 affective domain – That part of a school’s curriculum that pertains to emotional 
and social development, as opposed to the transference of knowledge through predefined 
subject areas is part of the affective domain.  Bloom’s taxonomy (1956) defines affective 
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objectives as “changes in interest, attitudes, and values, and the development of 
appreciations and adequate adjustment” (p.7). 
external assessments / external accountability measures – Measures of student 
performance that are generated and/or based on standards created by professionals 
outside the local school community are viewed as external to that school.  Examples 
include state assessments (e.g. DSTP - Delaware State Test of Proficiency), national 
assessments (e.g. SAT or Terra Nova), or subject specific examinations (e.g. AP - 
Advanced Placement, SAT-II, or ACRE - Assessment of Catholic Religious Education). 
 high stakes testing – Standardized tests given to a large group of students, the 
results of which are frequently used to determine promotion/graduation eligibility, 
funding, merit rewards, or governance decisions, are referred to as high stakes.  
 mission statement – A concise statement of purpose or philosophy relating to the 
type of organization an entity is and is striving to become is referred to as a mission (or 
sometimes vision) statement.  The ideals expressed in the mission statement are also 
referred to as simply the mission of the school. 
 school accountability – An issue of political and social concern, accountability is 
“the demand for proof that an enterprise is meeting its stated purposes and goals” 
(Dejnozka, 1991, p. 4).  A key feature of accountability is the use of rewards or sanctions 
for schools as they either meet or fail to meet expectations.  Frequently accomplished 
through the use of standardized, high stakes tests, appropriate methods of school 
accountability are hotly debated.   
 school performance – The outcomes or results of the education that happens in 
schools is referred to as school performance.  Those results are what students in the 
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aggregate learn—what they know and/or are able to do.  Measuring school performance 
leads to accountability for those results.  Frequently, school performance is used 
synonymously with academic performance.  In this study, academic performance is a 
subset of school performance. 
 stakeholders – The individuals who have a stake in the success of a school—
staff, students, parents, alumni, local business and community members—are examples 
of stakeholders of a school. 
 system – Wheatley (1999) describes a system as “a network of processes in which 
every process contributes to all other processes.” The inter-relatedness of the components 
is a key feature of any discussion of systems. 
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Chapter 2: Review of the Literature 
 
 
 In examining mission and accountability, it is important to put these two concepts 
in the context of the issues surrounding their use in schools.  School improvement, 
sometimes referred to as school reform or restructuring, is often driven by a focus on 
accountability.  The literature provides historical as well as theoretical viewpoints on this 
issue.  While research has yet to discover the solution to our nation’s educational 
dilemmas, several current ideas address the importance of mission and accountability as 
foundational to change in the schools. 
An exploration of the arguments regarding the overall purpose of schools 
illustrates the complex links between mission and accountability.  While a specific and 
focused purpose for schools does not surface in the literature, what is clear is that there 
are multiple purposes for most schools.  Societal expectations for public institutions of 
education in our country certainly go beyond what used to be known as the three Rs 
(reading, (w)riting, and (a)rithmetic). 
Schools frequently try to reflect society’s expectations through the crafting of a 
mission statement.  Although mission statements are often recommended in the literature 
as valuable management or planning tools, research on their use and function is scarce.  It 
is possible, however, to trace mission statement research in three important areas related 
to mission statements in secondary schools—private industry, the non-profit sector, and 
the educational arena.   
Key to understanding the link between the mission statement and performance in 
schools is an examination of the research on school accountability, especially as it relates 
to the performance assessment of schools.  The issue of school accountability, however, 
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is complex.  Arguments for and against accountability in the form of high stakes testing 
are beyond the scope of this work, as are topics related to accountability of students, 
teachers, or others outside the school realm.  Reviewing the role of accountability in 
affecting change in schools, however, is vital to understanding its value in assessing the 
effectiveness of schools in meeting their mission.  
One approach to examining the accountability literature is to parse it between the 
literature that considers external modes of accountability and that which explores the 
notion of internal accountability.  What is missing from the literature, however, are 
studies examining how a school measures its effectiveness at meeting its entire mission—
specifically, those concepts that are highlighted as part of its purpose that go beyond 
academic achievement.  If schools are to be held accountable by external means for their 
work, it should follow that the full expectations of those schools should be included in the 
accountability measures. 
 
School Improvement 
Historically, the notion of school improvement has been on the agenda of 
educators since the field developed its own recognition.  Early leaders like Horace Mann, 
John Dewey, Francis W. Parker, and E.L. Thorndike were forerunners of those who 
promoted the discussions among teachers and administrators of the need to change the 
traditional methods of schooling the nation’s youth.  While Mann (1891) promulgated the 
movement in the mid-1800s to create “common” schools, arguing for free access to 
education for more of the country’s youth, Parker (1894/1969), whose work in the late 
1800s reflected a belief in a child-centered classroom, is often labeled the Father of 
American Progressive Education. Dewey (1916) experimented in the turn of the 20th 
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century with various theories of teaching and learning in an effort to make education 
more effective, especially the integration of skills and knowledge through learning by 
doing.  His philosophy has become synonymous with the progressive education 
movement.  Thorndike (1927), an educational psychologist, spearheaded a change in the 
field from teaching as an art to teaching as a science in the early 1900s with his 
experiments on intelligence testing, thereby giving birth to the arena of standardized 
testing which lies at the heart of many accountability efforts in public schools today, 
although that was not his original intention (Altenbaugh, 1999; Palmer, 2000; Ravitch, 
2002). 
Throughout the 20th century, several landmark pieces of legislation and 
government reporting influenced the structure, funding, and policies of American public 
schools.  All efforts were implemented with the intent to improve the quality of education 
for students—if not for all, for a select underserved minority.  The most influential and 
significant is the landmark 1955 U.S. Supreme Court ruling in Brown v. Board of 
Education of Topeka, Kansas, the result of which began the dismantling of segregated 
school systems.  Brown v. Board of Education refused to allow school boards to claim 
“separate but equal” status allowed in Plessy v. Ferguson, 60 years earlier (Altenbaugh, 
1999; Lazerson, 1987). 
The mid to late 1960s saw a surge of actions focused on improving education.  
The Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965 provided support for a 
number of initiatives for education.  Several amendments through the years have 
provided funds to schools for various programs—some quite controversial.  Remedial 
education, handicapped/disabled services, gender equity, and bilingual education have all 
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fallen under separate “chapters” or “titles” in revisions to the act originally passed in 
1965 (Altenbaugh, 1999; Lazerson, 1987).  The latest incarnation of ESEA, passed in 
2001, is known as NCLB, the No Child Left Behind Act. 
Two widely quoted reports also surfaced in the second half of the 20th century.  
The Coleman Report, commissioned by the U.S. Department of Health, Education and 
Welfare in 1966, surveyed 60,000 teachers and 570,000 students in 4,000 schools.  The 
findings, which did not support the federal administration’s policy at the time, indicated a 
deep gap in achievement between minority and white students and highlighted specific 
characteristics of schools that were attributed to socioeconomic class (Coleman, 1966).  
Influential to this day, portions of the Coleman report were used by the U.S. Supreme 
Court for a crucial decision on busing (Altenbaugh, 1999; Lazerson, 1987).  A second 
popular report, A Nation at Risk, published in the early 1980s by the federal government 
and compiled by the National Commission on Excellence in Education (1983), focused 
on the perception that America’s ability to keep pace educationally with its international 
peers was declining.  Placing school reform on the forefront of the national agenda, this 
report is often cited as the “wake up call” to a country that was content to leave education 
to the experts (Eisner, 1998; Lazerson, 1987; Passow, 1984; Wagner, 2002).  Calls for 
greater accountability for schools intensified not long after the publication of this 
document. While the rigor of the researchers’ methods has been questioned by some, the 
impact of these reports on the national attention cannot be denied (Altenbaugh, 1997; 
Lazerson, 1987). 
Other popular education authors contributed to raising the consciousness of the 
nation to the plight of schools (Kozol, 1991; Silberman, 1970).  Although occasionally a 
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wildly variant notion of school improvement captured popular attention (Kohn, 1992), 
most models of change were promoted without the benefit of proven or reliable research-
based efficacy.  Programs of reform like the Coalition of Essential Schools, High Schools 
That Work, Accelerated Schools, and Basic Schools Network may have seen minor 
success when first instituted, but rarely provided ongoing, best practice theories that can 
either transfer to needy schools or sustain themselves in existing situations for extended 
periods of time (American Institutes for Research, 1999; Bodilly, 2001; Gibboney, 1994). 
The literature is replete with works espousing the virtues and pitfalls of two 
popular alternatives to public education for which the public pays—vouchers and charter 
schools (Chubb & Moe, 2001; Hill & Lake, 2002; Wang & Walberg, 2001).  Falling 
under the common umbrella term of “school choice,” vouchers and charter schools are 
two of the most popular current experiments of both the school reform and accountability 
movements.  Although some isolated successes have been realized, research has yet to 
prove that these experiments are transferable and can improve public schools (Carnoy, 
Jacobsen, Mishel, & Rothstein, 2005). 
Crucial to several theorists’ proposals for improved schools (Barth, 1990, 2001; 
Fullan, 2001; Sergiovanni, 1994) are ideas centered on the notion of community.  Barth 
promotes the notions of “teacher leader” and life-long learning, encouraging all 
professionals to actively pursue school improvement.  Fullan believes teaching needs to 
be seen as a collective rather than an individual enterprise, promoting the concept of 
professional learning communities.  Garnering ownership in the work of the school is 
essential to improving it, he suggests.  Relationships based on commitment rather than 
through contracts lies at the heart of Sergiovanni’s definition of community.  This 
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characterization of community has relevance to the relationship between internal 
accountability and mission, but stops short of connecting the processes to external 
accountability measures.  Some researchers, however, have also demonstrated that 
institution of professional communities as a motivator for school improvement has met 
with varying degrees of success (McLaughlin & Talbert, 2001; Scribner, Cockrell, 
Cockrell & Valentine, 1999; Westheimer, 1999) 
Wheatley (1999), Senge (1990), and Senge et al. (1999) also address the notion of 
relationships and their vital role in understanding and improving systems.  Wheatley, in 
particular, suggests that corrections to individual parts cannot be addressed without 
examining the whole—that systems learn, grow, and improve based on the relationships 
of the parts.  Senge’s views on learning organizations as the tool for the evolution of 
organizations are also vital to the link between understanding purpose and implementing 
accountability systems to verify it.  Although these theorists speak beyond the arena of 
education, their work applies to the relationships found in schools and efforts to reform 
and improve education. 
While some writers (Berliner & Biddle, 1995; Bracey, 1997) claim that the state 
of education in this country is not as dire as has often been suggested, their voices are 
drowned by the cry for reforms.  Authors such as Schlechty (1997, 2001), Donaldson 
(2001), and Fullan (2001) provide plans for educational leaders to explore the systems 
and relationships of stakeholders in improving the nation’s schools. Their ideas highlight 
the disconnect between familiar accountability measures and the commonly accepted 
purposes of schools by describing a need to find common commitment among 
stakeholders in order to foster school improvement—advocating a bottom up approach to 
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reform as opposed to a top down approach engendered by most external accountability 
measures.  Understanding the purpose of schools, then, becomes a driving factor in their 
improvement.  
 
Purpose of Schools 
 
In questioning the continued validity of public schooling, the Center on National 
Education Policy (1996) framed its response in the historical purposes of schools: 
…the founders of public education were seeking to achieve more than merely 
teaching young people to read, write, and cipher.  They believed that a system of 
publicly supported schools ought to: 
• prepare people to become responsible citizens; 
• improve social conditions; 
• promote cultural unity; 
• help people become economically self-sufficient; 
• enhance individual happiness and enrich individual lives; 
• dispel inequities in education; and 
• ensure a basic level of quality among schools. (p. 3) 
 
The Center argues that these aims are still valid for today’s schools and provides isolated 
examples of how these aims are being fulfilled. 
In his seminal work that examined perceptions, observations, and data of selected, 
representative schools across the nation, Goodlad (1984) explored four major areas 
identified as aims or goals for schools:  
(1) academic, embracing all intellectual skills and domains of knowledge; (2) 
vocational, geared to developing readiness for productive work and economic 
responsibility; (3) social and civic, related to preparing for socialization into a 
complex society; and (4) personal, emphasizing the development of individual 
responsibility, talent, and free expression. (p. 37) 
 
In querying students, parents, and teachers regarding the relative importance of each of 
these aims at the elementary, middle, and high school levels, Goodlad’s study found that 
while high school parents (46.5%) and teachers (45.6%) commonly listed the academic or 
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intellectual purpose as most important, over half the respondents found one of the other 
three to be of primary importance. High school students were more evenly divided on 
their view of the most important goal preference (with vocational aims ranking highest at 
31%). Goodlad concluded that reducing the purpose of schooling to academic pursuits 
would be antithetical to the wishes of those closest to schools.  Although this study of 
perceptions is 20 years old, the four areas of aims can still be identified in schools 
today—in addition to an emphasis on academic and work readiness skills, schools 
sponsor programs to enhance service learning, citizenship, and individual talents through 
arts and athletics.  
Tasks such as enculturation, socialization, and imparting knowledge are 
expectations of schools as the roles of families, churches, and communities seem to 
diminish (Boyer, 1983; McMannon, 1997). Given that schooling is compulsory in this 
country, the role it serves continues to grow.  McMannon lamented: 
When critics invariably conclude that the schools are not serving their intended 
purpose because mathematics test scores drop or surveys indicate that high school 
seniors cannot find their home states on a map, it would be well to remember that 
schools are no longer permitted the luxury of simply teaching academic subjects. 
(p. 7) 
 
Practical functions like vocational training, dependable babysitting, and nutritious meals 
also find themselves on schools’ agendas as a result of growing expectations of society 
for its schools. 
Arguing against an economically driven vision of schooling where schools are 
primarily about providing a trained work force, Cuban (2001) proposed that good schools 
need not be a one-size-fits-all model that can be measured and compared through test 
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scores.  The role of schools to create society’s view of civic life can be lost in such an 
attitude.  Cuban argues that parents and others: 
depend on the schools to pass on desirable social attitudes, values, and behaviors. 
Among them: 
• Open-mindedness to different opinions and a willingness to consider 
various points of view. 
• Respect for values that differ from one’s own. 
• Treating individuals decently and fairly, regardless of background. 
• A commitment to “talk through” problems and openly discuss reason, 
deliberate, and struggle toward compromise when disputes arise. (¶ 14) 
 
Oversimplifying the definition of a good school, in Cuban’s opinion, limits the efforts of 
leaders to improve schools.  The narrow view of “marrying public schooling to the 
economy…ignores the fundamental purpose of public schools as the revitalizer of 
democratic virtues in each generation” (Cuban, 2001, ¶ 18). 
The need for schools to clarify their purpose is made abundantly clear by Raywid 
(1990) in her contribution to Elmore’s examination of the restructuring of schools: 
Many disagreements over school practice can be traced to disagreements over 
whether the school is primarily a public good or a private benefit.  Is the raison 
d’être and major function of the school to prepare the young to maintain and 
perpetuate intact our society, government, economy?  Or is the school an 
institution whose major function is to enable the young to realize their unique 
potential by developing their individual interests and talents? … The issue 
regarding the mission of the school also includes the question of just what sort of 
enterprise schooling is.  Is the task of schooling the delivery of particular goods, 
such as the multiplication tables, Shakespeare, the alphabet, the Civil War, or 
other items appearing on cultural literacy lists?  Or is it rather a matter of the 
dispensing of particular services, such as custodial, instructional, and 
developmental services?  Or is it something else?  (p. 160-161) 
 
 More recently, the American Youth Policy Forum and the Association for 
Supervision and Curriculum Development conducted a series of roundtables with leaders 
in education reform, policymaking and research to explore what they termed “a 
disturbing imbalance in the mission of public education (Boston, 2005, p.3).”  Their 
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report yielded seven propositions designed to promote an action agenda to ensure that the 
country has a framework to “educate students who are both academically proficient and 
civically engaged (p.3).” 
Clearly, there is a tension between “the call for a concentration on academics as 
the sole mission of schools” (Thomas, 2002, p. 38) and the broader scope of purpose that 
is reflected in societal expectations and current school programs.  Many school mission 
statements reflect this tension by incorporating as much of society’s broad agenda for 
schools as possible. 
 
Mission Statements 
In spite of the wide acceptance of mission statements by seasoned strategic 
planners (Drucker, 1974; Kerin & Peterson, 1983; Kotler, 1974; Pearce & David, 1987) 
as core to a planning and improvement process, research on mission statements is slight. 
Explorations of how mission statements are communicated (Bart, 2001; Fairhurst, Jordan 
& Neuwirth, 1997) explain some uses of the mission statement, but were not designed to 
provide suggestions for the evaluative potential of such documents. Recent studies have 
compared components and uses of mission statements from innovative and non-
innovative firms in selected industries (Bart, 1998, 2000), highlighting the unique role of 
the mission statement for each industry. Inevitably, the link between mission and 
performance in the business world, however, lies in defining performance in financial 
terms—the proverbial “bottom line.”   
Bart and Tabone (1998, 1999) and Forehand (2000) have begun explorations into 
the missions of the non-profit world through research that examines what drives a non-
profit health care organization to create and use a mission statement.  This foundational 
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approach that begins to look at the purposes and uses of mission statements may provide 
a basis for work in the education sector, also a non-profit arena.  Studies relating the 
content of mission statements to performance in the health care industry are still lacking, 
however.   
 In the field of education, several researchers (Davies & Glaister, 1997; Jarrett, 
1989; Stearns & Borna, 1998) have approached the topic of collegiate-level missions.  
Whether the researchers of these studies compared themes, or compared components, or 
merely explored perceptions of mission statements among stakeholders, the potential use 
of the mission statement in evaluation of school performance was not addressed in their 
studies.  Bailey & Averianova (1999) began to address the possibility that schools can 
have multiple missions, though they, too, miss the opportunity to explore how evaluation 
of colleges and schools might need to be examined in light of that multiplicity of 
function.  
 Content analysis studies of the missions of public K-12 institutions within a 
specific geographic area were conducted in both Virginia (Gareis, 1996) and New Jersey 
(Robertson, 2000).  Focusing on themes and frequencies of mission statement 
components, these two researchers did not address school performance in their work, 
though Robertson, in the conclusion of her study, recognized the need to measure the 
success of schools in the affective domain, the most frequently mentioned theme in 
school mission statements.  Her recommendations include a call for empirical research on 
the impact of mission statements on performance.   
 Although Gareis examined mission statements for numerous characteristics, his 
study of themes showed the most popular student outcome found in school mission 
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statements to be one of citizenship, with academic achievement ranking 5th of 22 
frequently listed outcomes. A similar study in a paper presented by Stemler and Bebell 
(1999) explored common themes in mission statements from the elementary through 
collegiate levels.  After coding the themes and categorizing them, this study suggested 
that academic and cognitive development is not the most frequently mentioned theme in 
high school mission statements. While academics becomes increasingly more prevalent 
as a theme when researchers moved from elementary through middle and high schools to 
college-level mission statements, themes relating to the emotional development of 
students remained the most frequent in high school mission statements.  In essence, the 
elements of cognitive development, problem solving skills, developing or promoting 
creativity, and research were not as prevalent in mission statements as those that referred 
to ethical consciousness/morality, life-long learning, self-discipline, self-sufficiency or 
spiritual development. 
 In an attempt to link mission with performance, Weiss and Piderit (1999) 
examined the mission statements and state test scores of 304 public schools (K-12) in two 
counties in Michigan.  The researchers looked at four factors in the statements:  
• content  
o 11 identified themes – the most frequent being academics,  
• focus  
o how many different themes were found in each mission,  
• activist tone  
o person – first rather than third,  
o tense – future,  
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o and voice – active vs. passive,  
• and clarity,  
The researchers also controlled for a variety of student and demographic characteristics 
(such as wealth, size of school, race, and level of parent participation), as well as prior 
academic performance.  While their study found a few correlations (including one 
negative) between the mission statement factors and academic performance, the 
researchers acknowledged that they were limited by student performance variables 
available to them.  It was not surprising, therefore, that their findings indicated that 
schools that were most successful in aligning performance with mission were those that 
included academics in the content of the statement.  Another limitation acknowledged by 
the researchers was the absence of any data on how the mission statements were 
developed and used—a feature of effective mission statement use promoted by supporters 
of the tool (Schlechty, 1997; Senge et al, 2000). 
Two recent case studies (Stasinowsky, 1993; Stewart, 2000) attempted to explore 
the effectiveness of the mission at Catholic elementary schools.  Stewart examined the 
process of mission statement development and how the mission influences the operation 
of the school by examining five elementary Catholic schools in Illinois.  Stasinowsky 
focused her work in depth on a single elementary school. Of her eight conclusions, one 
highlights both the formative and evaluative function of mission in that the school can 
use the mission both to plan appropriate operations and to evaluate its success.  She ends 
her discussion of the point by declaring, “Evaluation of the mission is more than stating 
student achievement scores” (p. 125).  Stasinowsky’s declaration raises the issue that is 
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of concern to many educators—namely, that student achievement scores, frequently state 
or federally mandated, often form the nucleus of an accountability program for a school. 
 
External School Accountability 
While research has shown that American schools are, in some cases, improving in 
their abilities to have an impact on the academic achievement of their students (National 
Center for Educational Statistics, 2002), the reliance on high stakes testing as a method of 
determining effective school performance has caused concern among educators 
(Armistead, Armistead & Breckheimer, 2001; Bracey, 2006; Darling-Hammond, 2000; 
Guskey, 2001; Kober, 2001; Sirotnik, 2004).  Some scholars looked to the state report 
cards to broaden the picture of school performance by examining other characteristics 
that may have an impact on results (e.g., income level of families, average class size, 
etc.), but still found a major reliance on standardized test scores as the primary measure 
of school accountability (Dingerson, 2001; Heck, 2000).   Stecher and Kirby (2004) 
concluded from their study that accountability could be improved by “broadening its 
focus to include indicators reflecting more of the public’s goals for education” (p.124). 
Several studies set out to prove that current systems of accountability are limited 
or, in some cases, unfair, especially to minority populations or borderline students who 
may see state tests as further barriers to graduation (Brennan, Kim, Wenz-Gross & 
Siperstein, 2001; Carnoy, Elmore, & Siskin, 2003; Parker, 2001). Kane and Staiger 
(2002) cautioned the use of rewards and sanctions of current accountability systems by 
examining the lack of statistical reliability due to the imprecise nature of the measures 
used.  Higgins (2005) showed in her comparisons of baseline state test proficiencies and 
State NAEP percentages that proficiencies varied by as much as 60 percentage points, 
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leading her to conclude that, in certain cases, distorted claims of student proficiency are 
being made—further evidence that reliance on single, high stakes tests for accountability 
purposes may be ill advised.  Others (Evers & Walberg, 2002) promote the current 
system as efficient and with the potential to have an impact on real teaching and learning 
in a way not seen previously in this country.  Regardless of the system used, school 
accountability measures promote great debate on their effectiveness and impact. 
Kirst (2000) identifies three limitations to current accountability systems:  1) the 
lack of explicit educational objectives or operational consensus on results, 2) a limit on 
the accountability incentives that can be used, primarily due to current systems rewarding 
teacher longevity rather than outcomes, as well as indeterminate objectives, and 3) 
difficulty in identifying the “value added” of a school or classroom (p.326-327).  
Although standards-based reforms have attempted to alleviate some of these concerns 
and value added concepts and processes are surfacing (Sanders, 1994; Walberg, 2002), 
earlier discussions of school purpose highlight the fact that the purposes of schools are 
still murky. 
Some researchers are looking to the charter school as a model for appropriate 
school accountability.  In addition to the high stakes testing required of all students, 
charter schools also face accountability through market forces—parents and their children 
can choose to attend or not.  The tensions of current accountability systems still abound, 
however, and further, some schools use the charter definition to avoid the pressures of 
external mandates (Finn, 2002; Hill et al, 2001), negating the applicability of the model 
to public schools.  A similar argument is made by Moe (2001) in his push for school 
choice through vouchers—the use of market forces as an accountability system. To date, 
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however, no research has been able to prove that the availability of vouchers has had a 
positive impact on the schools affected by such options. 
Levesque (2004) questions the underlying goal of accountability as an 
improvement tool.  She sees the framework for analysis of data gathered via federal 
mandates as predicated upon whether the goal is to see improvement in individual 
schools (meaning that setting a prescribed level of achievement is less important than 
seeing growth) or to see underperforming schools closed or weeded out (meaning that 
absolute levels of achievement become more important).  She questions whether state and 
national rewards and sanctions are properly aligned within these two frameworks for 
accountability. 
Fuhrman (1999) discussed the impact of accountability measures as found 
through several research projects conducted for the Consortium of Policy Research in 
Education.  Her analysis suggests that several high quality external accountability 
measures are making an impact on students’ academic performance, although only when 
schools are structured or supply the capacity for teachers to make appropriate adjustments 
regarding their expectations for student performance.  Implementation of external 
accountability alone, however, does not improve performance, according to Fuhrman.   
 
Internal School Accountability 
Newmann, King and Rigdon (1997) proposed that improved results from external 
accountability are only feasible when strong organizational capacity and internal 
accountability measures are in place.  Ownership of the mission of a school by its 
stakeholders is one feature of both strong organizational capacity and internal 
accountability that then fosters reliable external accountability according to the 
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conclusions of their research.  Abelmann & Elmore (1999) differentiated between 
responsibility, expectations, and accountability in their examination of internal modes of 
measuring effectiveness.  However, the most effective schools in their study were those 
who were best at merging the three and aligning them with external tools for 
accountability.  
DeBray (2005) found in her study of how the English and mathematics 
departments of a New York State high school changed its practices in response to state 
mandates that teachers failed to recognize any internal system of accountability for 
improved student performance, relying instead on a sense of personal responsibility.  
Mathers and King (2001) found similar results from their study of Colorado K-12 
teachers—that personal responsibility was the major feature of their perception of 
accountability.  Siskin (2003) found, however, in an initial report on a longitudinal study 
across four states, that personal responsibility alone does little to support school change 
or the demands of external accountability systems. 
O’Day (2002) also explored external modes of accountability through state and 
district mandates (as exemplified in her examination of Chicago Public Schools) and 
those of professional accountability (characterized by a focus on instruction, adult skill 
level, and collegial exchange, mentoring, and collaboration).  Her conclusion suggests 
that the combination of external and internal accountability (specifically as shown 
through professional accountability and exemplified in her work with Baltimore City 
CEO District) provides a more complete accountability system that may lead to overall 
school improvement.  Likewise, Rallis & MacMullen (2000) promote the notion of 
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combining external and internal accountability through the framework of reflective 
inquiry. 
Peterson and Augustine (2000) discovered in a study done at the collegiate level 
that in spite of external mandates from the state and accrediting agencies, the internal 
dynamics of a school tend to be the leading factor in determining student assessment 
modes and methods. Hill et al (2001) expected to find that external pressures would 
suffice for public charter school accountability, as the schools faced closure if standards 
were not upheld.  Instead, this study also discovered that the most successful charter 
schools were those that were able to develop strong internal methods of accountability. 
Ingram, Louis, and Schroeder (2004), in a study of the use of data for decision-
making among teachers, identified seven barriers to establishing a culture supportive of 
data-based decision making.  Among them are 1) differences between what teachers and 
external parties view as teacher effectiveness and school effectiveness, 2) the use of 
experience, intuition, and anecdotal information (professional judgment) rather than 
systematically gathered information, 3) little agreement among stakeholders about which 
student outcomes are most important and what kinds of data are meaningful, 4) the 
dissociation by some teachers between their own performance and that of students, 
causing them to overlook useful data, 5) data that teachers want are rarely available and 
are usually about outcomes that are hard to measure, 6) schools rarely provide the time 
needed to collect and analyze data, and 7) mistrust and avoidance of data is a result of its 
use for political purposes.  While internal accountability systems are recognized as 
valuable tools for instituting improvements in a school, impediments exist in establishing 
a strong culture of data-driven decision making on the part of teachers.  
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What was not found in any study examining internal methods of accountability 
was a comparison to the stated mission of the school.   
 
Summary 
 The core findings in the literature on the topics of school improvement, purposes 
of schools, mission statements, and accountability provide a framework for analyzing the 
results of the study that follows.   
Particularly relevant to the use of internal accountability as a tool in school 
improvement are theories of improvement that emphasize the value of common vision, 
community, and relationships and their role in moving the school (rather than a few 
individuals) toward change (Barth, 1990, 2001; Elmore, 1990; Fullan, 2001; Schlechty, 
1997; Senge, 1990; Senge et al, 1999, Sergiovanni, 1994, 2000; Wheatley, 1999).  The 
question of what is to be improved is addressed through an exploration of the purposes of 
schools.  The literature shows that the purpose of schools is multi-faceted and includes 
academic and affective domains (Boston, 2005; Cuban, 2001; Goodlad, 1984).  A key 
tool in developing a common understanding of the purpose of a school is the mission 
statement which regularly articulates those multiple purposes (Gareis, 1996; Robertson, 
2000; Stemler & Bebell, 1999).  Connections between the stated mission of schools and 
accountability practices show the limits of external accountability in addressing all facets 
of performance addressed by most school missions (Stasinowsky, 1993; Stewart, 2000, 
Weiss & Piderit, 1999).  At the same time, studies have shown that a combination of 
external accountability and internal accountability systems provides the greatest 
likelihood of successful improvement efforts (Furhman, 1999; O’Day, 2002; Peterson & 
Augustine, 2000).  Some researchers have found, however, that some internal 
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accountability systems are incomplete and rely less on data-driven decision-making and 
more on personal judgments (DeBray, 2005, Mathers & King, 2001; Siskin, 2003).  
Potential barriers to the use of data by teachers (Ingram, Louis & Schroeder, 2004) were 
also identified. 
 
 
  
34 
Chapter 3: Methodology 
 
 A plan of action to answer the research questions is articulated in the 
methodology portion of this study.  The following sections describe the researcher’s 
understanding of the paradigm involved in the design of the research, determination of 
how the population studied was sampled, and clarification of how the data were collected 
and analyzed.  Finally, the methodology section identifies limitations to the study. 
 
Research Design 
Research Paradigm 
 A qualitative paradigm was more applicable to this research due to the open-
ended nature of the information to be gathered.  As noted in the Literature Review 
section, the topic of internal accountability is not well researched, so questions best 
answered through quantitative means have yet to be identified.  In other words, this study 
utilized one of the key characteristics of qualitative research in that it was exploratory in 
nature.  Because a school’s system of internal accountability is not always a documented, 
formal system, a narrative or story of a school culture must be painted to answer the 
research questions.   
 Creswell (1994) describes an underlying principle of qualitative research design 
as one in which the researcher is the primary instrument in collecting and analyzing data.  
Perspectives and opinions of those intimately involved in the systems need to be 
gathered, and this is best done through a case study methodology.  Imel, Kerka, and 
Wonacott (2002) suggest that case studies “focus on process, context, and discovery 
rather than outcomes” (p. 7).  The intent of the study was to observe methods or systems 
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selected schools use to evaluate their effectiveness in meeting the full range of purposes 
listed in their missions.  Furthermore, the descriptive nature needed for comparisons of 
mission and accountability lends itself to a qualitative paradigm of research. 
 
Sample Selection 
 Selection of the sample population was purposeful in that typical high schools 
were the desired sites. Due in part to the time and resource constraints of the researcher, 
the case study was limited to three sites.  This choice of limiting research to three sites 
also permitted a more in depth examination at each site, while allowing for enough data 
to answer the research questions reasonably.  While initially considering a further in 
depth focus on a single school site, the researcher discovered during the pilot study 
process that the level of in depth research necessary for a case study of a single site for 
this project was not possible without utilizing a participant observer methodology—one 
not available to this researcher in any school setting.  Therefore, the decision was made to 
expand the project to include comparisons among multiple sites.   
 In seeking to identify viable sites, data comparing schools to others in each 
participant school’s state were reviewed, as well as identifying similar and different 
characteristics among the three sites for comparison purposes.  Because of the intensive 
review and interaction with the staffs needed to complete this study, selection was also 
influenced by a willingness of the schools, their district, and their staffs to cooperate with 
the study.   
 Finally, a factor in choosing sites was the relationship the school leadership holds 
with the Middle States Association, an accreditation agency at which the researcher is 
employed.  Two sites chosen are public schools within the Middle States Association, 
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whereas the researcher is liaison to non-public schools in the region; therefore, any bias 
associated with a perception that the school’s accreditation rests on data gathered is 
eliminated.  The third site, a non-public school outside the Middle States region, earns its 
accreditation from the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools and also has no bias 
toward the researcher’s professional position.  
 
Data Collection 
 The data for this case study were collected using three methods—document 
review, interviews followed by focused group meetings, and observation.  Data from the 
three were triangulated to add reliability to the research.  First, documentation regarding 
the mission and purpose of the school was examined.  Common themes related to 
outcomes of student performance from examined documentation were identified.  
Specific types of documentation that proved helpful included published mission 
statements, vision statements, strategic plans, and yearly goals.  These were found on 
school and district websites, in faculty and student handbooks, and on posters and 
placards on walls around the schools. Other documentation in the arena of accountability 
was also viewed as presented by the school.  Examples of such evidence included faculty 
evaluation forms, newsletters and other distributed publications, standardized test score 
results, accreditation reports, etc.  Data sought from these materials included illustrations 
of various sanctions and rewards promulgated within and by the school for exemplary or 
failed expected behavior, a picture of who is being held accountable, for what, and to 
whom, and an identification of what outcomes from the mission are being addressed 
through these accountability measures.   
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 The second method of data collection involved focused group meetings and 
individual interviews with selected groups of faculty members, the staff, and 
administrators.  The purpose of these interviews was to engage in a dialog with 
representatives of the school regarding both mission and accountability in their particular 
institution.  Krueger (1994) cites the benefits of focus group data gathering as an ability 
to “nurture different perceptions and points of view, without pressuring participants to 
vote, plan, or reach consensus” (p. 6).  The interactive nature of the process with multiple 
discussants allowed participants to respond to each other’s ideas, thereby encouraging a 
deeper discussion of the topic.   
 The goal of the interview, likewise, was to gather thoughts, opinions, and ideas 
from a variety of sources, while providing more privacy to alleviate shyness of discussing 
sensitive topics.  Interviews were held with selected and willing individuals who may or 
may not have participated in the focus group meetings.  The use of the interview also 
enabled the researcher to interact with individuals who were not able to attend focus 
group sessions.  There was a reluctance on the part of one of the sites to allow the 
researcher to have access to students through this venue, so they were not included at any 
of the sites.  In both types of interviews, a qualitative approach was used.  Warren (2002) 
suggests that qualitative interviews consist of three types of questions:  1) main—begin 
and guide the discussion; 2) probes—clarify answers or request further examples; and 3) 
follow-up—pursue the implications of answers.  As a result, the flexibility of the format 
was necessary while maintaining close attention to the meaning of various answers.  A 
list of main questions used by the researcher to begin and guide discussions is included in 
Appendix C.  The interactions at each site are indicated in Table 1.  Note that the totals 
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do not always add up because there was some overlap between attendance in focus 
groups and individual interviews. 
 
Table 1 – Interaction Counts 
School A School B School C  
M F M F M F 
Focus Group 3 2 3 1 5 10 
Interview 3 5 3 4 4 11 
TOTAL 12 11 23 
 
 
 The third and final method of data collection was independent observations.  
Spradley (1980) refers to differing levels of participation that can occur when a 
qualitative researcher observes—from nonparticipation (such as watching an event on 
television) to complete participation (where researchers turn their attentions to situations 
in their daily lives).  This case study engaged what Spradley defines as passive 
participation—a state in which the researcher acts as a “bystander,” “spectator,” or 
“loiterer” (p. 59).  Attendance at faculty meetings, departmental meetings, and other 
school gatherings, as well as general awareness of routine interactions in the hallways, in 
the teachers’ lounge and workroom, and in the cafeteria provided rich insights to the 
culture of the school and the nature of its internal accountability systems.  Field notes 
from these observations added to the collection of data on both mission and internal 
accountability systems.  Patton (1997) and Spradley (1980) discuss the need for field 
notes to be concrete, detailed, and specific.  Seeking to record similar and repetitive 
events as clues to existing culture is one of the goals of the account recorded during an 
observation (Spradley, 1980).  The researcher was able to spend at least three full 
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academic days at each of the three sites (four days were spent at each of two of the sites) 
conducting focus group meetings, interviews, and observations.  Included in those 
observations were faculty meetings, school improvement team meetings, department 
head meetings, and various after-school activities—though the type of gathering available 
for observation was different at each site. 
 
Data Analysis 
 Comparisons of the evidence gathered from the review of documentation and 
from recorded interviews and observations yielded a picture of each school’s mission and 
the methods used by the school to demonstrate effectiveness in meeting that mission.  In 
addition to the results of external assessments used to compare academic performance 
among schools, the researcher was searching in particular for systems of internal 
accountability, whether formal or informal.  The story of the schools in terms of these 
two major elements, mission and internal accountability, was drawn from the data 
collected.   
 Because the three schools showed a lack of understanding of how internal rewards 
and sanctions used at the schools for outcomes articulated in the mission could be used 
for evaluation and improvement, the analysis drawn shows a construct of internal 
accountability as a system of accountability as designed by the researcher.  The links 
between mission components and internal assessment methods were organized by the 
researcher, rather than stakeholders of the schools, to demonstrate how the two relate.  
Analysis also revealed factors that may inhibit the schools from implementing a system 
of internal accountability.  While there are no statistical data to be generalized for the 
population as a whole, the case study may allow those in similar situations to view 
  
40 
strengths and weaknesses and adjust their environment, policies, or programs 
accordingly. 
 
Delimitation of the Study 
Other issues surrounding accountability ask the basic question of who is to be 
held accountable.  While this paper focuses on the school as the unit of accountability, 
other studies have examined the role of holding students (by virtue of denying graduation 
for failure to pass state examinations), teachers (through the use of merit pay systems), or 
districts (in the case of state takeovers) accountable for student performance (Ladd, 2001; 
Schiller, 2000).  Although there may be some overlap in the units used in accountability 
systems, a delimitation of this study is that the research was confined to examining the 
schools’ accountability system for meeting its mission.  In doing so, the accountability 
system needs to allow the school to examine data of overall performance (student and/or 
staff) as well as data on individuals.  
 
Limitations of the Study 
 One clear limitation unrelated to the research design can be found in the degree of 
success that the selected schools have in implementing their internal accountability 
system.  While the preferred course would be to have identified schools for inclusion in 
the study that are clearly exhibiting best practices in this area, research shows that size, 
type, and locale of school are not indicators of success.  The exploratory nature of the 
study precludes knowing the extent of internal accountability before beginning the study.  
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Chapter 4: Data Collection and Analysis 
 This case study included three high schools, each from different states with 
different external accountability systems.  Two of the high schools were public, of similar 
size in enrollment, and showed good, but not the best state test scores when compared to 
other schools (in the district or state).  The third school was a smaller Catholic school 
examined to introduce different types of external expectations to the comparison.   
 
Overview 
 Several aspects of each of the three schools are examined below.  First, general 
demographics are compared, and then the academic achievement levels of students are 
explored as defined by the schools’ common method of external assessments.  
Descriptions then move to comparisons of mission/purpose and examples of internal 
assessment methods found by the researcher.   
 
Demographic Comparisons 
School A 
 School A, located in a suburban/rural area of Maryland, is part of a district of over 
28,000 students.  It is one of seven high schools in this growing district—the seventh 
recently opened in 2004.  Serving approximately 1,100 students, School A is led by four 
administrators (a principal and three assistant principals).  The district, one of 24 county-
wide districts in the state, is comprised of 456 square miles of gently rolling hills and rich 
farmland with a total population of approximately 140,000 residents. 
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School B 
 The second school in this case study is also a public school, although located in 
Delaware.  Like School A, it is in a growing suburban area and serves approximately 
1,140 students.  One of three high schools in a district of 10,645 students, School B is 
also led by four administrators in a similar structure to that of School A.  One of 19 
school districts in the state, School B District encompasses 33 square miles and enrolls 
nearly 75% of the students in its area (the remaining 25.1% are served by charter and 
private schools).   
School C 
 Markedly different from the first two schools, School C is a relatively small 
Catholic high school in one of the greater metropolitan areas of the Commonwealth of 
Virginia.  Enrolling 340 students in grades 8-12, School C is one of nine schools in the 
Diocese of Richmond that serves high school level students (five high schools, four K-12 
schools).  The Diocese of Richmond is one of two in Virginia (with the Diocese of 
Arlington) and covers three-fifths of the state, some 33,000 square miles.  Two other 
Catholic schools serving secondary level students are relatively nearby—one 30 miles 
south, the other approximately 25 miles north of School C, though they typically serve 
students from different parishes (throughout the diocese, there are over 200,000 
practicing Catholics in 143 parishes).   There are four Catholic elementary schools 
serving as major feeder schools for School C.   
The school’s administration employs a President/Principal model of leadership 
and includes an Assistant Principal.  As with many Catholic schools that use this model, 
the President is the Chief Executive Officer of the school and has overall responsibility 
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for internal and external operations; whereas, the Principal is responsible for the internal 
operation of the school (specifically academics and student life) as delegated by the 
President.  The Principal and Assistant Principal of this school also have classroom 
teaching duties. 
 
Externally Validated Academic Achievement Level Comparisons 
School A 
Public high schools in the state of Maryland are required to administer the 
Maryland High School Assessments (HSA) as measurements of Adequate Yearly 
Progress (AYP) for the No Child Left Behind Act in four subject areas—English, 
biology, algebra, and government.  In the most recent academic year for which data were 
available to the researcher, School A scored well above state averages on all four 
assessments, and ranked in the district as 2nd highest on algebra, 2nd lowest on biology, 
and in the middle of seven on both English and government as shown in Table 2.   
 
Table 2 - School A 2003-2004 HSA Scores 
 School A State Avg District High District Low 
English 62 53 77.1 51.8 
Biology 75.3 60.9 83.1 69.4 
Algebra 75.5 58.8 78 63.7 
Government 82 65.9 85 75.7 
 
 
SAT scores also show that School A is relatively strong in the areas tested in comparison 
to others in the district, state, and nation.  In 2004, 61% of graduating seniors from 
School A participated in the SAT, scoring a mean of 1043.  This score, like those of other 
high schools in the district dropped approximately 15 points from the previous few years’ 
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scores, due perhaps in part to changes in enrollment due to the opening of the new school 
(which showed the 2nd highest scores in the district).  The three schools with top 
participation rates also showed the top mean scores, of which School A was third.  As 
shown in Table 3, School A’s mean composite score of 1043 shows higher than average 
academic performance. 
 
Table 3 - School A 2003-2004 Mean SAT Scores 
 School District State Nation 
Verbal ? 515 511 508 
Math ? 522 515 518 
Composite 1043 1037 1026 1026 
 
 
Student participation in the ACT testing program (popular as an admissions tool with 
colleges and universities in southern states) is also growing in the district.  In the last 
year, 9% of graduating seniors sat for the ACT and scored a composite of 22.4 (compared 
to 20.8 for the state and 20.9 for the nation).  
 Data on 2003-04 Advanced Placement Examinations is less helpful in 
determining academic achievement levels.  The district lags behind the state and nation in 
number of exams administered per 1,000 students.  District students that do take the exam 
typically score well—67.1% scored a 3 or better.  However, while School A was the 
lowest in the district in this indicator at 57%, it could boast the 2nd highest level of 
participation per 1,000 students and 3rd highest number of exams overall in the district. 
School B 
 The state of Delaware administers the Delaware Student Testing Program (DSTP) 
to gather data on AYP for the No Child Left Behind mandates.  Five subject areas:  
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reading, writing, mathematics, science and social studies are aligned with content 
standards for the state and have been tested at various grade levels since the late 1990s.  
At the high school level, students are tested in the 10th grade (reading, writing, 
mathematics) and 11th grade (social studies, science).  School B has continued to show 
progress in the percentage of students meeting or exceeding standards in social studies 
and science, surpassing gains seen elsewhere in the state.  It faltered in 2005, however, 
not only in the progress it was seeing in increasing the percentage of students meeting or 
exceeding standards in core areas of mathematics and reading, but in its comparisons to 
other schools in the district and state.  Table 4 shows comparisons of School B with the 
average of other schools in both the district and the state. 
 
Table 4 - School B DSTP Summary Results 
% Meeting or Exceeding Standard 
2005 2004 2003 SUBJECT 
School District State School District State School District State 
Mathematics 49.05 51.33 52.03 56.68 54.48 53.18 56.93 49.27 45.21 
Reading 71.65 70.49 70.04 78.13 71.39 71.31 75.18 68.42 66.61 
Writing 76.52 75.92 78.53 82.35 78.14 80.71 81.16 71.62 72.52 
Social Studies 65.06 59.42 53.03 46.22 40.33 45.78 34.35 38.62 48.74 
Science 67.29 61.75 58.66 49.23 47.09 53.84 44.54 44.97 51.34 
 
 
 The data show a similar change in other standardized test scores for the school.  
2003 and 2004 SAT results demonstrate an increased participation rate (up from 66% to 
71%), but a declining average from 1026 (Verbal 506, Math 520) to 1007 (Verbal 504, 
Math 503).  In both years the average scores surpass those of the state, but are below 
those recorded for the district and the nation.   
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The school also had a larger participation rate in the Advanced Placement 
program—224 students enrolled in 18 courses in 2004, compared to 152 in 12 courses the 
previous year.  Of those 224 students, 121 students took 196 Advanced Placement 
examinations with 67% (132) of the scores ranging at 3 or above.  The success rate is 
considerably less than in the previous year, when 77% of scores ranged 3 or above.  The 
other two high schools in the district have remained more constant in their success rates 
while also increasing the participation numbers significantly.  Overall, however, the 
academic success rate of School B falls in the middle of the three schools in the district. 
School C 
Unlike public schools, which are mandated by federal law to demonstrate 
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) on approved state academic tests, non-public schools 
are free to determine their own methods of external accountability.  One of the primary 
external measures of performance for this non-public school is the list of college 
acceptances earned by its graduates.  Of the nearly 90 colleges and universities listed on 
its web site as accepting recent graduates, 60% are defined as “more” or “most” selective 
by the U.S. News and World Report latest rankings, taking into account the acceptance 
rate, high school class standings, and SAT/ACT scores (2005).  Less than 10% are 
defined as “less” selective.   
Likewise, the reported SAT scores for School C average over 1140—a figure that 
is higher than state and national norms, but lower than at least one other local Catholic 
high school.  SAT scores have been rising steadily over the past three years, while 
Advanced Placement score averages are less predictive.  Nonetheless, in 2004 the 
percentage of students who scored a 3 or higher on English, U.S. History, or Calculus AB 
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and BC exams topped 92% (though there is no indication of the percentage who sat for 
the exams).  Again, the school chosen for participation in this study is not the strongest 
academically in its “district,” but demonstrates above average academic success among 
its students.  In the future, the school will also administer the TerraNova exams to ninth 
graders as required by the diocese.  Unlike the SAT or AP exam scores, the TerraNova 
results can be used both to compare students’ skill levels with those of other schools and 
as formative feedback to assist the school in devising appropriate instructional plans for 
weak students, much the way public schools are expected to use results of state tests 
administered at pre-12th grade levels. 
School C also participates in the administration of ACRE (Assessment of Catholic 
Religious Education), a standardized test available from the National Catholic 
Educational Association.  This external assessment, given to freshmen and juniors, allows 
the school to examine its effectiveness in education “rooted in the Catholic tradition,” as 
stated in its mission.  ACRE scores are not used for school to school comparisons, 
however. 
 
Mission / Purpose Comparisons 
School A 
 As a comprehensive school, School A has a mission statement that addresses 
commonly held expectations of public high schools.  It reads: 
The Faculty and staff of [School A] in partnership with students, families, 
and community strive to empower our young people to be thinking, 
caring, productive, and responsible citizens in a rapidly changing society 
by providing an environment conducive to academic achievement, 
positive social development and self-reliance. 
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The mission statement was found in multiple locations:  the school’s website and student 
and faculty handbooks, as well as being posted in various locations around the school 
building.  The school’s mission statement is also in concert with the one published for the 
entire school district, which is also widely accessible to the school community: 
The mission of [School A] County Public Schools is to ensure that every 
student can thrive as a responsible citizen in a changing world by 
providing rigorous and challenging curriculum in partnership with quality 
staff, caring families, and supportive community members. 
 
School B 
 School B, also a comprehensive high school, is less consistent than School A with 
the particular wording of its mission statement.  There are various versions, including 
statements of mission, philosophy, and vision, each of which varies depending on its 
source.  A similar difference was seen in the publications of the school district.  Some of 
the statements include: 
From the school district’s website: 
The mission of [School B] is to create a challenging academic 
environment with courses of study which recognize individual differences, 
accept students where they are, direct them toward attainable goals, and 
foster a positive attitude toward learning. [School B] provides experiences 
that help students become more self-aware, more sensitive to the needs of 
others, and more conscious of human dignity.  
 
The school’s website publishes the above and adds the following statement to the end: 
The staff at [School B] seeks communication with students, parents, and 
community to create a partnership that fosters understanding, support, and 
responsible citizenship. 
 
The school’s profile on the district website has yet another version: 
The mission of [School B] is to create a challenging, academic 
environment with courses of study which recognize individual differences, 
accept students where they are, direct them toward attainable goals, and 
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foster a positive attitude toward learning. [B] is a principle-centered 
community of learners striving for academic excellence in a environment 
of safety, caring and support! 
 
Instead of a mission statement in the student handbook, the following Philosophy 
Statement is published: 
[B] is a principle-centered community of learners striving for academic 
excellence in an environment of safety, caring, and support.   
The [B] Way is embodied in the principles of: 
COMPASSION 
RESPONSIBILITY 
INTEGRITY 
SELF-CONTROL 
RESPECT 
PERSERVERANCE 
[School B]’s diverse community and committed faculty are dedicated to 
the intellectual, social, physical, and artistic growth of each student.  At 
[B], students develop the ability to reason, compute, and communicate, 
and to apply these skills independently. 
[B] expects its students to develop and improve their self-esteem, self-
discipline, respect for authority, consideration of others, and acceptance of 
responsibility to the community. 
 
Yet another version of the Philosophy Statement can be found in the faculty handbook 
and on the school’s website: 
[School B] is a diverse community of committed faculty and students 
dedicated to the intellectual, social, physical, and artistic growth of each 
student.  At [B], students develop the ability to reason, compute, and 
communicate, and to apply these skills independently. [B] expects its 
students to develop and improve their self-esteem, self-discipline, respect 
for authority, consideration of others, and acceptance of responsibility to 
the community.  [B]’s students also acquire skills useful in recreation, in 
future employment, and in maintaining good health.  [B] seeks to create an 
environment that encourages a positive attitude toward individual growth, 
the process of learning, and the acceptance of responsibility for one’s 
decisions and actions. 
 
The school’s website also includes a reference to the “[B] Way”: 
Compassion, Responsibility, Integrity, Self-Control, Respect, Perseverance 
  
50 
Finally, the Mission and Vision of the [School B] District as stated on the district’s 
website are as follows: 
Mission 
Inspire and challenge every child every day. 
Vision 
It is the [School B] District's vision to educate all students to their full 
potential so that each student may excel in the world community and 
develop a passion for life-long learning. 
 
While the particulars may differ only slightly from statement to statement, there is still an 
attention to both academic and affective goals in each of the statements.  There is also 
congruence between the mission, philosophy, and vision statements.  It appears, however, 
that the school and district try to tailor the statement of the core purpose of the school to 
the audience it expects will review it.  The mission/philosophy/vision was not evident in 
the school building itself, although there were occasional references to the “[B] Way” on 
some teachers’ classroom doors.  For the purposes of analysis in this study, the elements 
of all versions of the mission and philosophy were used. 
School C 
 In contrast to the public schools, the Catholic school in this case study need not be 
comprehensive in its aims, has the ability to select its students among those who choose 
to apply, and, therefore, arguably must provide clarity in describing the purpose and 
uniqueness of the school in order to attract appropriate applicants.  Like School A, its 
mission statement is consistent and abundant in its appearance—posted throughout the 
school, published on the website and in faculty and student handbooks. It reads: 
The mission of [School C] is to develop young men and women who are 
spiritually, intellectually, socially, and morally mature by providing a 
disciplined and nurturing college preparatory environment, rooted in the 
Catholic tradition. 
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The diocese in which School C resides does not have a mission statement published, but 
instead lists the following as its vision for its schools: 
Catholic schools nurture personal growth, scholarship, lifelong learning, 
service and responsible stewardship through a faith-centered way of life. 
 
It appears that this school has also developed a mission statement that is in keeping with 
the tenets espoused in the vision of its “district.”   
 An analysis of the expectations contained in each statement provided above is 
presented in Table 5, which categorizes the purposes or outcomes espoused by each 
school.  Two major categories of purposes for the schools emerge:  academic and 
affective.  The actual wording of each school’s mission is then used to illustrate these 
categories.  In addition, the missions of all three schools describe the need to “provide” or 
“create” an environment.  This last category is important, as the results can also be 
descriptions of staff outcomes or behaviors, as opposed to the other two, which primarily 
describe student achievements.  In other words, the mission is for students to be 
“thinking,” “intellectually mature,” etc., whereas, the mission to create a “challenging 
academic” environment or one that is “college preparatory,” etc. can be easier viewed as 
an outcome for staff.  It is not possible to assign strict divisions between staff and student 
outcomes, however, because with naturally larger proportion of students to faculty in 
each community, students will always have an impact on the environment, just as 
teachers have an impact on student achievement results.  Still, the generalization shows 
how students and staff can both be held accountable for the mission of the school. 
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Table 5 – Mission Statement Comparisons 
 ACADEMIC 
EXPECTATIONS 
AFFECTIVE 
EXPECTATIONS 
ENVIRONMENT 
EXPECTATIONS 
School A • thinking, 
productive 
• caring, responsible 
citizens 
• conducive to 
academic 
achievement, positive 
social development 
and self-reliance 
School B 
all 
versions of 
mission 
and 
philosophy 
 
• academic 
excellence 
 
• intellectual growth, 
ability to reason, 
compute, and 
communicate, and 
to apply these skills 
independently 
 
• more self-aware, more 
sensitive to the needs 
of others, and more 
conscious of human 
dignity 
 
• [B] Way:  
compassion, 
responsibility, 
integrity, self control, 
respect, perseverance 
 
• social, physical, and 
artistic growth, self-
esteem, self-
discipline, respect for 
authority, 
consideration of 
others, and acceptance 
of responsibility to the 
community 
• recognition of 
individual 
differences 
 
• positive attitude 
toward learning; 
directed toward 
attainable goals  
 
• challenging academic  
 
• safety, caring, and 
support 
School C • intellectually 
mature 
• spiritually, socially, 
morally mature 
• disciplined, 
nurturing, college 
preparatory, rooted in 
the Catholic tradition 
 
 
All three schools’ stated mission / philosophy demonstrate a purpose and an intent 
to create an environment that seeks to have an impact on students beyond core curricular 
learning that tends to be the focus of external measurements.  How then, have the schools 
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established methods or systems to evaluate their effectiveness to the full range of 
purposes listed in their missions? 
 
Accountability Systems 
Overview 
 As noted above, Newman views accountability systems as involving four 
components:  information, standards, consequences, and judges (1997).  In the analysis of 
the internal accountability systems of the three schools in this study, the researcher used 
the Newman framework and placed the schools’ staff members in the role he describes as 
judges (evaluators and assigners of consequences) and used the stated mission / 
philosophy as the standards by which the school is being held accountable.  Since all 
three schools identified aspects of academic skills, affective traits, and environment as 
part of their purpose in their missions, those three categories are used as the standards by 
which internal accountability is measured. What, then, were the consequences (rewards 
and sanctions) used and what information did the staff use to make those judgments?   
 
School A 
 By noting “thinking” and “productive” citizens as the academic standards for 
accountability, School A has espoused a culture of learning that speaks to students’ 
ability to apply knowledge, rather than simply accumulating knowledge and skills 
without a defined purpose.  By the same token, the affective standards include the terms 
of “caring” and “responsible” citizens, indicating the school’s role in what Cuban refers 
to as passing on desirable social behaviors (2001).   Finally, the environment that School 
A aims to create is one that is “conducive to academic achievement, positive social 
  
54 
development and self-reliance.”  As a result, the researcher expected to find an 
environment within the school geared toward applied learning with healthy interactions 
between teachers and students and between students themselves without the need for 
excessive constraints.  The four days spent at the school showed a culture that 
encouraged just that type of environment. 
 Walking the halls of School A allows a visitor to see what is important to this 
school community.  Posters are few and strategically placed, rather than randomly taped 
to the walls.  Display cabinets, bulletin boards, and walls in general meeting areas like the 
cafeteria highlight successes of students, the school, and upcoming support activities.  
Banners highlight Character Education Partnerships, accreditation, and Buckle-Up 
programs.  Posters promote the election of Student of the Month and Teacher of the 
Month.  Straight-A Honor Roll students are also acknowledged with pride.  Upcoming 
school fund raisers for local charities are advertised.  Classrooms are each decorated 
differently, reflecting the interests and attitudes of the teacher within.  The main office 
proudly displays a certificate earned from the Maryland State Board of Education for 
outstanding performance on the 2004 MSA.   
 The main office is also where all adults begin their day.  A sign-in sheet provides 
a system for alerting the administration to who may not be in the building as assigned.  If 
necessary, chronic latenesses can be observed and corrected here.  At a glance, the staff 
can see who has arrived for the day, or who has left the building early.  Several faculty 
members stop in the administrative offices for a quick discussion while there.  Mailboxes 
are handy for distributing incoming mail, missives relating to specific individuals, or 
other pertinent communiqués for specific individuals or all staff members.  Students who 
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arrive after the bell also begin their day in the main office with an efficient sign in to a 
late arrival log and exchange of excuse for a pass to class.  In addition to answering 
phones, a support staff of three assists with the maintenance of attendance records for the 
school throughout the day with the help of student assistants and classroom teachers.  
Though the record keeping is automated for efficient tracking throughout the year, the 
collection of data during each day is not.  Nonetheless, the whereabouts of students is 
quickly identified, and the attendance system appears to work well each day. 
 One of the bulletin boards near the office touts the role of a teacher internship 
program.  School A serves as a regular site for both student teachers and teaching interns 
from a local four-year private liberal arts college.  The liaison from the college explained 
that mentors for student teachers and interns were volunteers but are approved by the 
principal and superintendent and appear in all subject areas.  The liaison observes and 
receives feedback on the mentors, who in turn provide evaluations of their charges.  
Vouchers and other “perks” are given to repeat mentors.  The liaison cites School A as 
one of her favorite locales in terms of cooperation of school personnel and feedback from 
her students.  In addition, School A has its own teacher mentor program in place for all 
first year teachers.  The effect of teaching teachers on a regular basis promotes an attitude 
of inculcating “the [School A Mascot] way,” according to one department head.  
 A handbook for teachers created by a committee of faculty members is distributed 
and discussed at the beginning of each year.  In it are “guidelines” for the faculty, as well 
as expectations promoted by the district.  Referral forms are found here, as are calendars 
and job descriptions for common roles of faculty and administration members.  
Abbreviated crisis plans can also be found in the handbook.  In short, it contains many of 
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the standards expected of the staff as they implement the mission of the school.  When 
queried about what would happen if a teacher was observed not following or enforcing 
the rules of the school, the consensus among those interviewed was that the situation 
would be handled “privately” or “in a way that was not humiliating.”  Respondents did 
not have a ready answer for the question, however.  It appeared that the scenario was not 
a common one. 
 One key feature found in the beginning pages of the teacher handbook is a set of 
guidelines for classroom management.  In addition to suggestions of good practice, the 
piece highlights in bold the notion that good discipline is the responsibility of all adults.  
This policy was reiterated by the principal, who noted that if a teacher has “too many 
discipline referrals, it’s an indication that there is an issue in his classes.”  Regarding the 
issue of classroom management, the researcher observed that the students in classes 
visited were well-behaved and that teachers were regularly visible in the halls during the 
change of classes, interacting with students as they passed by—usually in a positive 
manner, but occasionally with a reminder of a failure to perform some task (put away the 
cell phone, take off the hat, turn in the late paper, etc.).  The principal, too, was often 
found walking the halls while students were about giving gentle reminders of places to 
be, behaviors to uphold, or sharing congratulations on a job well done.   
At lunch time, administrators informally take turns appearing in the cafeteria, 
sitting at tables in the corner typically used by faculty members.  There is no separate 
dining room or meal selection for teachers (many pack their own lunches).  Some 
teachers with bagged lunches gather together in vacant classrooms to share lunch and 
camaraderie.  The cafeteria has an open floor plan located in the center of the school.  
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Careful timing of bells allows four separate lunch periods and an orderly flow in and out 
without disturbing classes in session.  No formal announcements are made, although 
students are individually hurried along at the end of the lunch break to finish their meals 
and clean up their spaces by observant faculty or the “mother” of the lunch room—a 
well-beloved grandmother responsible for the cafeteria who cheerfully shared the latest 
pictures of her family.  Students from other schools who attend the vocational programs 
tend to cluster together during meals but have not been known to abuse the rules during 
meals.   
 As can be expected, few students have to be encouraged to leave at the end of the 
school day (students not participating in extra-curricular activities must be out of the 
building within half an hour after the last school bell).  Administrators and assigned 
members of the faculty oversee the exodus from the parking lot, which includes nearly 
two dozen school buses, a short line of parent-driven cars, and a large parking lot of 
student-driven cars.  Parking is a privilege, however, and can be removed for failure to 
meet school obligations.  As one of the Assistant Principals explained, “Parking is 
secondary to being a good citizen.”  The obligations list that he maintains prevents other 
privileges, such as attendance at school dances, until basic obligations (textbook or 
athletic equipment return, media fines, etc.) are met.   
 Other programs are in place, as well, to encourage students to adhere to rules and 
regulations, which they can find in the student handbook. Two well-known sanctions 
include time outs and detention.  Students can be sent to the time out room for lateness to 
class or chronic disruptions.  Detention is a voluntary participation program for teachers.  
If they choose to sign-up for supervision on either a Tuesday or Thursday after class (an 
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Assistant Principal designs and distributes the assignment schedule), then they are 
eligible to assign students to detention.  Another option, Saturday School, is a construct 
of the district, so all eight high schools can assign students to it in lieu of suspension.  
Depending on the week, Saturday School (which includes a contract to serve which must 
be signed by the student and a parent) provides instruction on substance abuse, decision-
making, conflict management, success strategies, etc.  Students are assigned when local 
remediations have not proven successful or the severity of the offense suggests it.  Failure 
to attend an assigned Saturday School session of 8 am - 12 noon results in suspension 
from school. 
 Interventions also happen with faculty members who fail to meet professional 
criteria.  Complaints from parents, students, or other teachers can initiate a discussion.  
As one administrator stated, “Our staff has a low tolerance for non-professional work. 
We had one woman that wasn’t cutting it.  The teachers weren’t mean, but they don’t put 
up with it.  She eventually decided to make a career change.”  Timetables for formal 
faculty evaluations are established by the district and vary based on tenure, but all 
teachers are evaluated at least once every two years.  Observations for non-tenured 
faculty examine eighteen standards in five categories, including Planning, Instructional 
Delivery, Classroom Management, Interpersonal Relationships, and Professional 
Characteristics.  A fundamental standard listed on the form is “Contributes to the 
achievement of school improvement goals.” While some might view teacher evaluations 
as a potential for a reward in an accountability system (the instrument includes a rating 
for “exceeding the standard”), no one, including the administrators, suggested this view.   
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 A key program that provides incentives to both students and teachers is Student of 
the Month.  Each month, a male and female is chosen by a faculty committee based on 
“blind” nominations from faculty members.  The selected students are announced, given 
the award in a small ceremony to which their parents are invited, have their 8x10 pictures 
and names added to the others in the cafeteria for all to see, and are noted in the 
principal’s newsletter each month.  The announcements for four awardees, made by the 
principal over the public address system, show the range of skills and behaviors that are 
being recognized: 
The December female student of the month has been described as 
courteous, positive, hard working, dedicated and enthusiastic.  She is an 
outstanding student academically and in service to the school.  Gifted in 
foreign language study, this student has completed four years of study in 
German and is studying independently for the AP German exam.  She is 
ambitious and seeks opportunities to be a leader.  She brings a positive 
attitude, strong work ethic and enthusiastic attitude to every task she 
attempts.  Also gifted in music, she has been a repeat All-County band 
member and is an All-State clarinetist.  Probably best known for her work 
with the marching band, she readily accepted a leadership role as drum 
major this year.  She has been described by one of three nominating 
teachers as “by far the best student leader I have ever worked with.”  
Congratulations, [Student] on being named Student of the Month for 
December. 
 
December’s male student has a unique combination of leadership, 
intelligence, and maturity.  His nominating teacher stated, “It is a rarity 
that I encounter students with the maturity and intellectual abilities that he 
portrays on a daily basis.  He displays an interest in the learning process 
and his presence was often contagious to other students and helped to 
increase the level of comprehension by his fellow classmates.”  This 
student has played two sports, basketball and lacrosse and has 
demonstrated leadership by attending leadership conferences and 
preparing presentations for the Drug and Alcohol symposium.  
Congratulations, [Student], you are our December Male Student of the 
Month. 
 
The female nominee for January has been nominated by no less 
than six different teachers.  This may be a record for a student of the 
month nominee.  She is described as perceptive, conscientious, 
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trustworthy, caring, giving, capable, polite, smart, and dedicated.  The 
following are quotes from her nomination letters:  She “has become a very 
accomplished learner with a remarkable talent for critical thinking.”  She 
“is a great student and surpasses every expectation.”  She “demonstrates a 
maturity that exceeds most students her age.”  She “is clearly here to learn 
and encourages others to do the same.”  Best known for her long-standing 
assistance to other students, she has become a fixture in AM Help tutoring 
students in chemistry.  She has founded study groups for students in need 
of academic support and has demonstrated a talent for teaching.  Maybe 
she’ll become the next [School A] alum to return as a staff member.  
[Student], you are our January female student of the month. 
 
The January male student of the month is the poster student for the 
saying “actions speak louder than words.”  This student’s name and 
[School A Mascot] Character may be synonymous.  In the words of his 
nominating teacher, “He is a soft-spoken person.  His actions of respect, 
integrity, and achievement exemplify character.”  He is a guidance aide 
and peer facilitator.  He is considered a hard working student by the 
faculty.  He has demonstrated a willingness to help others by his 
involvement as a Multicultural Club member, a basketball camp 
counselor, an outdoor school counselor, and a Special Olympics volunteer 
at the University of Maryland.  Best known as a basketball player, his 
coach has called him a “player’s coach” because of his innate ability to 
lead others.  He is seen by others as someone who has a great work ethic 
both on and off the court.  So, congratulations, [Student], on being named 
Student of the Month for January. 
 
Benefits of this program include the public acknowledgement of desirable behaviors 
(many of which are expressed in the mission statement in terms of being thinking, 
responsible, caring, and productive students), the regular articulation by members of the 
faculty of those behaviors in nominating specific students, and the development of a 
follow up program initiated by the Student Council in a Teacher of the Month award.  
While the teacher award is not as actively publicized as that for students, it also 
encourages the members of the school community to examine and praise traits desirable 
in a well-functioning school.  When queried about specific rewards that show 
accountability, teachers uniformly mention the Student of the Month program first.   
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 Other rewards mentioned include a Gold Card program for attendance and for 
grades (achieving Gold Card status enables students to earn additional privileges), 
communications with parents (phone calls, emails, “happy” letters), as well as other end 
of the year awards granted: Random Acts of Kindness, Thumbs Up, and local chamber of 
commerce awards for outstanding teacher, student and parent (though these may not be 
within the purview of the school to grant).  Teachers also mentioned graduates returning 
for visits with words of praise for their schooling as rewards. 
 Sanctions were much more difficult for the teachers to identify.  They viewed 
them as mostly private.  Perhaps because they are less involved with the distribution of 
sanctions, they were not as likely to recall specific examples.  Administrators, on the 
other hand, were able to discuss them more thoroughly, explaining details of student 
discipline programs and processes for removing teachers who do not meet standards.  
Teachers do believe that just as the students monitor their own behavior, the staff tends to 
hold itself accountable by “talking things out face to face.”  One teacher talked about the 
culture of the staff: 
We mentor new teachers in the “[School A Mascot] Way.”  We operate 
out of a lot of pride in what we do, how we work.  It wouldn’t work 
without buy in.  There’s a camaraderie among us.  It makes it more 
inviting to cross over lines.  If there’s a problem, though, we get the 
message to the person. 
 
The publication of lists of personnel and their areas of responsibility (including 
clubs, sports, and subject specialties) in both the student and faculty handbooks, 
demonstrates a community that is open and communicative—an atmosphere 
leading to self monitoring. 
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 Other examples of rewards and sanctions not identified in conversations with 
personnel but found in documentation include an Honor Code created by the students of 
School A.  Written in a positive tone that highlights desirable behaviors (as opposed to 
specifying what is not allowed), the code includes nine statements under the categories of 
Respect, Integrity, and Achievement.  The school’s Straight A honor roll (one of four—
Distinction, Honor, and Merit being the others), posted each quarter and mailed to local 
newspapers recognizes high academic achievement.  The principal’s newsletter mailed 
monthly to “students, parents, and supporters of [School A]” also regularly lists kudos to 
service groups and their accomplishments (like funds raised and donated to senior citizen 
centers, tsunami relief, and local cancer patients).  While seen as part of a support system 
and used primarily on a voluntary basis, two before and after school programs can be 
“required” of students who are struggling academically.  Teachers are assigned to work in 
AM Help or PM Help, just as they are assigned to oversee afternoon dismissal or 
supervise a homeroom.  Another program for weak students is the Writing Lab. 
 Overall, there are about the same number of internal rewards as sanctions found at 
School A, and most address the student-focused aspects found in the mission.  Table 6 
below summarizes findings according to the components in School A’s mission.  Not all 
components fit neatly into a single category, but they are placed in only one to provide a 
concise summary: 
 
  
63 
Table 6 – Summary of Internal Rewards and Sanctions of School A 
 ACADEMIC 
thinking, productive 
AFFECTIVE 
caring, responsible 
citizens 
ENVIRONMENT 
conducive to academic 
achievement, positive 
social development and 
self-reliance 
REWARDS • Gold Card for 
grades 
• honor roll 
• Academic 
Letters 
• graduate of 
distinction 
• National Honor 
Society 
 
• Student of the 
Month 
• Random Acts of 
Kindness Award 
• Thumbs Up Award 
• Gold Card for 
attendance 
• principal’s 
newsletter 
 
• Teacher of the 
Month 
• Honor Code  
• banners and 
displays 
• positive teacher 
interactions 
• select site for 
student teachers and 
interns 
• alum comments 
SANCTIONS • calls/meetings 
with parents 
• extra-curricular 
ineligibility 
• AM / PM Help 
• Writing Lab 
• time out room 
• detention 
• Saturday School 
• suspension 
• in school 
suspension 
• obligations list 
• teacher evaluations 
• attendance policies 
• loss of parking 
privileges 
• personal 
discussions 
 
 
 School A has adopted a balance of formal and informal approaches in its internal 
accountability measures.  The general attitude of the faculty and staff is that teachers and 
students alike are held accountable for the school’s success in meeting its mission.  The 
teachers believe strongly in the inclusive nature of their culture, claiming it “provides a 
warm, ‘homey’ environment.”  The School Improvement Team (SIT), with its 
membership of parents, students, administrators, and teachers is led by teachers, who also 
have a voice on the School Board.  The sense of ownership is strong at this school.  
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School B 
 The concepts found in the multiple versions of the mission / philosophy of School 
B address the comprehensive nature of the school.  Regardless of the ultimate destination 
or “paths” of students, the mission and philosophy identify the academic standards of 
“academic excellence” and “intellectual growth” as well as the affective standards of 
“social, physical, and artistic growth” and “self-discipline” and “respect for authority.”  
The [B] Way, sporadically noted at the school, also speaks to desirable affective 
behaviors of “compassion, responsibility, integrity, self-control, respect, and 
perseverance.”  Finally, according to its various missions, School B aims to provide a 
“challenging academic” environment that provided “courses of study which recognize 
individual differences.” The philosophy also notes the need for an environment that 
promotes “safety, caring, and support.” 
 The newly remodeled School B exhibits a combination of old and new to the 
visitor upon arrival, with large action photos of students and teachers through the years 
adorning a rail that runs near the ceiling of the halls.  One large bulletin board dominates 
the space outside the main office, which is heavily trafficked all day.  Throughout the 
building various display cases exhibit topics related to the courses taught in classes near 
them.  Some highlight achievements of students in co-curricular activities such as the 
Math League and music awards for choir and band.  Classroom doors are intermittently 
decorated with inspirational posters, reminders of upcoming deadlines, or generic 
handouts from the school (District Discipline Progression, the [B] Way, etc.).  Random 
hand drawn posters are scattered around the building haphazardly taped to the walls 
above the lockers with gentle reminders of “Be honest,” “Be on time,” and “Respect 
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yourself and others.”  The bulletin board outside the office lists all students who earned 
“Distinguished” (5) on DSTP, the state’s exam. The large bulletin board outside the 
cafeteria highlights “a rainbow of talents” by using colors to list all students who earned 
honor roll status the previous term.  Each name, along with those in a series of displays 
throughout the cafeteria, is on individual handwritten placards drafted by the principal.  
The cafeteria displays highlight students who have earned spots on the school’s varsity 
and junior varsity teams.  Unfortunately, the administrators found it amusing that the 
students liked to take the name placards for their own uses.  Nonetheless, they find it to 
be an effective way to recognize achievement. 
 Attendance records are the responsibility of classroom teachers.  A recently 
adopted automated program required by the state for data collection requires teachers to 
enter absences for each class.  Issues arise in that substitute teachers have no training or 
access to the system, so those class attendance records are not maintained properly.  
Because there is a short time frame at the beginning of each class during which the 
teacher must enter the data (important to maintain current awareness of who is and who is 
not in class), assistance at the end of each day to ensure long term data management for 
those who experience difficulties is not possible.  The administrators bemoan the 
inefficiencies of the system, which is also used for tracking disciplinary actions for each 
student.  As one explained: 
We used to be able to pull the top twenty skips or who missed last week.  
We could also look at the top twenty referring teachers – who’s having 
trouble in their classes.  Now the system is so slow that it takes over a 
minute to print out a single student’s record.  If you have a couple of 
dozen kids with absences to review, you’re talking about almost half and 
hour just to pull up the records.  We’ve essentially lost the ability to access 
data.  We’ve had to shift from preventative mode to a reactionary one.  It’s 
incredibly frustrating.  And you know the kids have quickly figured out 
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how to “beat the system.”  We understand that the state is looking for 
consistency among its schools, but this process is interfering with how we 
do our work. 
 
Latenesses and early dismissals are handled in the main office, much the way they are for 
School A.  Without the added administrative work for attendance record keeping, 
however, only one full-time and one part-time person assist in answering phones and 
exchanging passes for excuses.  Calls to the home are made for students that are not in 
first period class.  A teacher is assigned to the main office each period of the day, though 
participation (or even presence) varied greatly.  One clearly served as “front line” contact 
for anyone arriving and handled many requests.  Another remained visible, but worked 
on extra-curricular preparations for her students.  Others either checked in and left, never 
appeared, or spent most of their time in the nearby faculty workroom. Because of time of 
the year (April), it may have been determined that teacher assistance was unnecessary 
during some of the periods on the days that the researcher was there, but traffic in and out 
of the office appeared to be relatively constant for the entire day.  It may also have been 
possible that teachers were reassigned either temporarily or permanently (the current duty 
roster provided to the researcher indicated otherwise).  Regardless, the ones that were 
present clearly had different interpretations of their roles. 
 On the wall in the main office outside the principal’s office were three plaques 
testifying to accolades received by the school.  Two were from the state—one 
announcing that School B was a “Delaware Department of Education Commendable 
School” in 2004.  The other from the state was a 2004 certificate highlighting “a 
celebration of excellence in public education” recognizing “the work, the support and the 
accomplishments of all school personnel in [School B].”  The third plaque highlighted the 
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student recipient of the PTA [School B Mascot] Award “for contributions to the life and 
spirit of the school.”  The bulletin board outside the main office, in addition to 
recognizing students with distinguished scores on the state test, had a small photo and 
congratulatory note for the previous year’s Teacher of the Year.  
 The principal was particularly pleased with the nominations for the current year’s 
Teacher of the Year award.  She noted that students were deliberative and thoughtful in 
their descriptions of their favorite teachers.  Staff members are also allowed to nominate 
colleagues for the award.  The name of the winner is sent to the district for the district 
“competition,” according to one staff member.  She noted that the principal recognizes 
each nominee at a staff meeting with a certificate, giving the impression that such a 
recognition may be more valuable than being named the district’s Teacher of the Year.  A 
separate teacher remarked on another of the principal’s recognition programs:  the Pooh 
Award.  Given her predilection for all things Disney, this award reflects the principal’s 
personality and personalizes her appreciation for “the little things” that need recognition.  
An example of a Pooh Award shared at a recent staff meeting was for a teacher/coach 
who was the subject of a laudatory phone call from an administrator in another district. 
When yet another teacher was asked about rewards used by the school, he also pointed to 
recognition by the principal—“she reinforces things all the time.”  He also mentioned the 
importance of self-recognition among the teachers:  “We reward ourselves; we know 
we’ve made a difference.”  He puts that in stark contrast to what he sees as the state’s 
system of assessment.  “I don’t disagree with what’s on it; I disagree with the emphasis 
and timing of it all.”  
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 Rewards and sanctions involving students were less obvious to the staff.  One 
teacher mentioned the academic honor societies and awards (in science, math, foreign 
languages, and music) as avenues to recognize and reward students.  Calling parents, 
restricting participation in sports, or requiring the repeat of courses in summer school 
were identified as potential sanctions for not meeting the expectations of the school.  In 
addition to the district wide list of discipline progressions (“you do this…you get this”), 
the school also employs the use of a Time-Out room.  Students are assigned to the room 
by teachers when their disruptive behavior “interrupts the educational learning 
process…after classroom interventions have been exhausted.”   Supervised by an 
assigned faculty member each period, the rules of the room, handwritten on a white 
board, are succinct and comprehensive:  “1.  No Reading.  2. No Writing.  3. No talking.  
4.  No Sleeping.  5. no passes from T/O room.  6.  no noises of any kind, no humming, 
tapping.”  In various observations of the room (each time, the door was open allowing a 
view into and out of the room), students numbering between 0 and 4 sitting at study 
carrels were attempting to follow the rules, while the supervisor went about his/her tasks 
of grading papers, catching up on the telephone, or reading.   
 Lunchtime at School B is a familiar routine for a school with four different lunch 
periods.  The administrators move to the cafeteria and occupy a corner table where 
students and teachers alike can regularly find them.  Business is conducted in an informal 
manner, while the assistant principals share the duty of dismissing students at the end of 
each lunch period via a microphone also used for brief announcements.  Three other staff 
members known as “interventionists,” two of whom are part-time, check in regularly 
during this time.  Their role consists mainly of being the “eyes and ears” in the halls 
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during and between periods.  They and teachers with additional remuneration also 
supervise before and after school detention on Tuesdays, Wednesdays, and Thursdays.  
Turnover for interventionists is high, with individuals rarely staying in the position for a 
full academic year.  When asked about a fourth assistant principal who gathered at lunch, 
but was not listed on any rosters, the principal confided that the man was a former 
principal in another school in the district that had to be removed but could not be fired.  
He was not a permanent addition to the School B staff, and any observer could clearly see 
he was an outsider to this community.  
 During lunch, several students returned to their cars to retrieve or stow items, 
although the rules clearly state this is not permitted.  Students were frequently observed 
in the halls between classes and often straggling after the bell had rung, as well.  The 
need for the interventionists speaks to the school’s desire to support the tenets of 
responsibility, a positive attitude toward learning, and self-discipline found in their 
mission. 
 When discussing the mission with faculty members, consensus on the standards of 
strong academics and an environment that supports diverse interests and needs arose.  
There appeared to be a good understanding of the purposes of this particular school 
among the volunteers meeting with the researcher.  Using their own words, they were 
able to describe the mission as “…strong academics…,” “…expand horizons…,” 
“…outside interests…,” “…meet diverse needs…,” “…productive in the world…,” 
“…not just here to job train…,” “…develop mind, body and spirit.”  There was also 
strong support for the administration of the school and the culture of the school.  One 
teacher said, 
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This is a great community!  We are far beyond where we were a couple of 
years ago and where other schools are now.  You have to give credit to the 
principal.  She works as hard as she expects and gives a great deal of 
support.  She is always open to help and serves as a great example.   
 
A faculty meeting agenda item fostered a frank discussion regarding the culture of the 
school, highlighting the attempts by the administration to engender discussions of 
positive traits and to note opportunities for improvement.  The structure of the afternoon 
session allowed the faculty members to vent among themselves, with an appointed 
facilitator for each group session.  While many of their comments surfaced concerns with 
external accountability systems, the focus of the session was on how the school 
organization supported ideas found in the mission (e.g. an environment of safety, caring, 
and support).  Specifically, the questions posed were: 
1. How does the culture of your school support the learning of all its members 
and foster a caring community? 
2. What opportunities do students have to build sustained and caring 
relationships with teachers and other adults?  How does your school promote a 
healthy peer climate among the students? 
3. What is your school’s plan for school safety, discipline, and drug prevention? 
Several groups complained about the lack of timely access to data from the district.  In 
the words of one teacher, “It’s hard to know how you’re doing, if all the kids are under 
control.  Kids don’t show up, but do well on the DSTP.”  Another bluntly stated, “We 
have an information problem.”  Several suggested that “results need to be made 
accessible.”  As one teacher described, 
We need to find out what skills are needed based on the DSTP scores.  It 
would be nice to put that out there for teachers – if you want this data, 
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here’s who you go to.  Frankly, if it takes more than ten minutes in my 
day, I won’t do it. 
 
Teachers bemoaned the fact that they have been taught how to analyze the data but must 
“go get it.”  Others described a need for time “to think about what you do with the data.”   
One teacher mentioned that “exposure is important, but we don’t have time to 
implement” some of the new initiatives presented by the district.  Another acknowledged 
that she was “being trained, but not allowed to leave with an end result—there’s not 
enough time to make it relevant to my particular situation, so I don’t have time to 
implement anything.”  While listening to some of these complaints, one newer teacher 
noted that she enjoyed the [School B] environment more than her previous school, 
because she noticed that at the other school there were “bitter complaints about ‘one more 
thing’ vs. here where there’s a real, ‘Okay, I’ll try’ attitude.”  
 Another concern that surfaced during these faculty discussions was a 
dissatisfaction with faculty evaluation program.  One teacher claimed they were “not 
rich—the administrators are too bogged down.  There is no conversation.”  Another 
offered, 
We get no feedback on being an effective teacher.  In the staff assessment 
we get guidance on what skills to test, but no guidance on what content to 
teach.  I’d like to be evaluated by someone who knows the standards.  The 
principal uses a checklist for pop-in visits.  I just use student feedback for 
each course. 
 
Others volunteered that the evaluations were “not particularly helpful” and noted that not 
everyone was observed, while admitting that “administrators don’t have the time.”  
Several promoted the idea of peer evaluations, warming up to the idea that “we could 
learn from each other.” 
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 Despite grumblings regarding a lack of time to meet, several acknowledged how 
helpful it was to have common lunches for the academic departments.  Rarely are 
teachers in the cafeteria during this free 25-minute period.  Several departments try to 
each lunch together in an empty classroom.  Many seemed interested in starting voluntary 
breakfast meetings one day a week for more informal interactions.  They also seemed 
interested in finding ways to improve opportunities to interact during lunch.  The day of 
the full day faculty meeting, teachers were “released” for lunch and told to return by a 
certain time.  Several did not.  There was no accounting for lateness or absences.  It was 
interesting to note behavior among teachers that would have been cause for discipline 
among students. 
 Interventions for ineffective teachers come in the form of year-end evaluations 
according to several teachers.  Describing themselves as “a professional group grounded 
by contract,” the teachers explained that the expectations are set by that contract.   
If someone doesn’t ‘do’ it, we rely on the system of evaluation to remove 
them.  Last year someone was not rehired (although it was kept quiet). 
Each year in our department, someone has not been given tenure and has 
not been asked to return.  This school is as effective as any school in 
Delaware. [School B] is a great place to work.  
 
Another teacher assumed “a file is kept on us.”  She related stories of teachers that were 
put on improvement plans before being let go.  In essence, though, “if they aren’t 
building relationships, it makes it difficult for the administration to keep them around,” 
she theorized.  The administrators downplayed the need for excessive action claiming 
that they make “personal contacts” when teachers do not fulfill their obligations.  As one 
said, “We’re not anal about it.” 
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 The faculty handbook for School B is significantly thinner than that of School A.  
Beginning with the mission statement and philosophy statement, the book’s first section 
includes calendars and schedules for teachers to follow.  The second section begins with 
a listing of which teachers are to be observed and appraised for the year and continues 
with other work rules, such as teacher absences, care of classrooms and equipment, and 
grading policies.  Helpful information regarding key contact individuals for extra-
curriculars, guidance, and grade level supervisors is also provided.  Emergency 
procedures and district policies constitute the latter half of the handbook.  The 29-page 
student handbook contains similar information but is peppered with the words “must” and 
“not” in all capitals, bold, and underlined.  The tone of both works is hierarchical rather 
than collaborative.  A separate Code of Student Conduct is also published by the district 
that outlines for all students in the district the expected behaviors and consequences for 
first and subsequent violations.  Topics covered include inflammatory actions, assault, 
defiance of school personnel’s authority, and academic dishonesty.  
 The principal’s newsletter uses a more collegial tone and contains articles 
designed to celebrate successes of students.  The February/March issue salutes the AP 
Scholar Awards in the school, and a column entitled “Our Amazing [B] Students” shares 
stories of scholarship and athletic achievements. Students who achieved “Honors” and 
“Distinguished Honors” are listed alphabetically at the end of the publication.  Similarly, 
a monthly newsletter from the district highlights the names of School B students on the 
state championship football team, the state sportsmanship soccer team, and all state band 
awards.   
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It appears that School B has very few systems in place to reward the affective 
aspects of its mission.  In general, the school relies primarily on district and state 
developed interventions to hold itself accountable overall for the mission of its school.  
The chart in Table 7 illustrates how the identified internal assessments can be attributed 
to the various components of the school’s mission. 
 
Table 7 – Summary of Internal Rewards and Sanctions of School B 
mission / 
philosophy 
ACADEMIC 
positive attitude 
toward learning; 
directed toward 
attainable goals / 
 
striving for 
academic 
excellence, 
intellectual growth, 
ability to reason, 
compute, and 
communicate, and to 
apply these skills 
independently 
AFFECTIVE 
individual differences, 
self-aware, sensitive to 
the needs of others, 
conscious of human 
dignity, responsible 
citizenship/ 
 
[B] Way:  compassion, 
responsibility, 
integrity, self control, 
respect, perseverance 
 
social, physical, and 
artistic growth, self-
esteem, self-discipline, 
respect for authority, 
consideration of 
others, and acceptance 
of responsibility to the 
community 
ENVIRONMENT 
challenging academic / 
 
safety, caring, and 
support 
REWARDS • honor roll 
• Academic Honor 
Societies and 
Awards 
(Science, Math, 
Foreign 
Language, 
Music) 
• principal’s 
newsletter 
• PTA Award • Teacher of  the 
Year 
• bulletin boards and 
displays 
• Pooh Award 
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Table 7 (continued) 
mission / 
philosophy 
ACADEMIC 
positive attitude 
toward learning; 
directed toward 
attainable goals / 
 
striving for 
academic 
excellence, 
intellectual growth, 
ability to reason, 
compute, and 
communicate, and to 
apply these skills 
independently 
AFFECTIVE 
individual differences, 
self-aware, sensitive to 
the needs of others, 
conscious of human 
dignity, responsible 
citizenship/ 
 
[B] Way:  compassion, 
responsibility, 
integrity, self control, 
respect, perseverance 
 
social, physical, and 
artistic growth, self-
esteem, self-discipline, 
respect for authority, 
consideration of 
others, and acceptance 
of responsibility to the 
community 
ENVIRONMENT 
challenging academic / 
 
safety, caring, and 
support 
SANCTIONS • calling parents 
• no participation 
in sports 
• summer school 
• time-out room 
• detention 
• suspension 
• lack of tenure 
 
 
While the staff members of the school appreciate their leadership and find the 
school to be an overall pleasant working environment, there is not the same culture of a 
community as found in School A.  A sense of partnership with the students in achieving 
the mission of the school was missing.   In addition, the staff felt overly burdened by the 
strictures placed on it from external sources—the state, in particular.  Although there is a 
strong sense of mission among the faculty at School B, there is not as strong an 
understanding of how the school can and should hold itself accountable for that mission.  
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School C 
The mission statement of the third school in the case study is remarkably succinct, 
encompasses the same general characteristics found in the mission statements of the first 
two schools, yet delineates the features of the environment of the school that make it 
unique compared to the public schools in the study.  Students who are “intellectually 
mature” demonstrate an academic ability that is in line with the “college preparatory” 
nature of the school.  Not surprisingly, the affective domain addressed by School C’s 
mission includes a “spiritually [and] morally mature” component, along with developing 
“socially…mature” students.  The school’s environment is expected to support a “college 
preparatory” atmosphere that is both “disciplined” and “nurturing.”  The environment is 
expected to be “rooted in the Catholic tradition,” which promotes a certain culture, 
though is not exclusionary since non-Catholic students are welcome at the school.   
 Although the facility is relatively new (opened in 1995), School C has a rich 
history that can be traced back to 1903.  That history is captured in the entry lobby of the 
school.  Old diplomas, religious vestments, and dedication plaques give a sense of the 
traditions that form the school.  Class pictures from the past fifteen years are balanced 
with displays highlighting recent accomplishments in arts, academics, and athletics.  The 
bright white cinderblock walls are covered with certificates of accomplishment and 
membership (accreditation, honor societies, National Catholic Educational Association, 
etc.).  A newspaper article celebrating the school’s “100 years of excellence in education” 
adorns a prominent wall near the entrance to the main office, as does the plaque 
proclaiming the honor code of the school—“On my honor, I will not cheat, lie, or steal, 
nor tolerate those who do.”  Another wall leading to the open staircase to the second floor 
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holds a large picture and placard celebrating the Senior of the Month.  A picture of the 
Pope and a crucifix confirm the Catholic identity of the school.  Throughout the building 
lockers are occasionally decorated with birthday wishes, and several key areas have a 
poster of what appears to be a cathedral window with the words, “Lighting the Way for 
Others…with Faith and Love.” 
 Inside the main office are further testaments to the pride in accomplishments.  A 
collection of plaques memorializes the names of winners of the [School C] 
Scholar/Athlete, Coaches Award, DAR Good Citizenship Award, (another) Citizenship 
Award for Men / Women, Mathematics Award, Spirit Award, and Educator Excellence 
Award.  Yet another plaque commemorates the work of the school in support of the local 
food bank.  Other decorations include historical framings of the old and new facilities, a 
crucifix, and a set of fabric hangings proclaiming the relationship of the school to God.   
The main office tends to be busiest in the mornings with faculty members 
checking mailboxes and students checking in for late arrivals or admission slips for the 
previous day’s absence.  Two assistants help at that time, answering phone calls and 
questions from students, as well as distributing late passes and recording attendance data.  
During the heaviest times of student arrivals, one assistant positions herself in the lobby 
to alleviate traffic in the main office.  Once the school day begins, student runners assist 
with the collection of attendance sheets, along with lunch orders.  School C has no 
cafeteria staff but employs a manager and relies on the honor of students and faculty to 
purchase at lunch what they order in the morning.  Each day sees a delivery from a 
different local fast-food restaurant, such as Subway, Taco Bell, or Chick-fil-A.   
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The two lunch periods are supervised by assigned members of the faculty 
(assignments rotate throughout the year) and the cafeteria manager, but the operations are 
run by students.  Students apply for positions of increasing responsibility for the 
distribution and clean-up of food, as well as the saying of grace, dismissal of students, 
and other announcements.  Weekly assigned table monitors ensure that the cafetorium is 
ready for its next use.  Few teachers are visible during the meals, though several avail 
themselves of the menu. 
A faculty handbook for School C is distributed in a three-ring binder with the 
notation that updates can be added/changed when necessary.  The preface states that “an 
effort was made to include those topics most often encountered in the conduct of our day-
to-day responsibilities.”  It begins with the mission statement, set of statements of belief, 
and organizational chart.  Several pages of job descriptions clearly delineate the 
expectations for all staff members, from the president through the administrative 
assistant.  In addition to specific expectations for various aspects of school life, the 
handbook includes guidelines for effective classroom management, emphasizing that “the 
management of students must be a consistent and constant practice.”   
Information is also shared with the staff and parents through a weekly publication 
that is also available online on the school’s website. In addition to regular notes of thanks 
and congratulations, [School C Mascot]Line also includes reminders of calendar 
activities, upcoming special events, and begins with a prayer and reminder of the year’s 
theme:  Lighting the Way for Others with Faith and Love.   
The Parent – Student Handbook serves as “a guide for [School C] parents and 
students.”  Parents are encouraged to read it, while students are held responsible for its 
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contents.  It, too, begins with the mission and statements of beliefs.  Expectations and 
consequences are clearly spelled out in the Handbook, including the discipline code, 
honor code, and dress code.  In some cases, examples of non-compliance are provided, 
such as requirement to wear “forum dress” (a more formal uniform) for three days for 
students who fail to adhere to the dress code for a specified number of times.  Definitions 
of detention and suspension are provided, as well as an explanation of AIA (alternate 
instructional arrangement) which serves as an in-school suspension. Rewards are not as 
prevalent in the handbook, though several pages are devoted to the National Honor 
Society and the characteristics of its nominees.  
Faculty members’ clear understanding of the mission as two-fold is stated in their 
own words as “a Christian education that prepares kids for college.”   In the words of one 
teacher 
Everything we do is laced with prayer and devotion—it sets a tone.  We 
don’t find ourselves having to fight the ‘why’ of it all.  There’s an air of 
respect here, both for teachers and students.  It’s like the poster says, 
‘Lighting the way for others with faith and love.’ 
 
The mission statement itself was written by the faculty through a process of consensus 
tied with the latest accreditation activity several years ago.  The new president finds it to 
be “the basis of all we do.” 
Likewise, the teachers and administrators can easily identify both sanctions and 
rewards for accountability purposes.  Academically, students are recognized at the end of 
the year in ceremonies for outstanding performance in a variety of subject areas.  College 
acceptances also play a role in the accountability of their academic performance, as do 
scholarship awards ($1.9 million the previous year).  Parental expectations are key to the 
academic picture, as well.  As one administrator said, “We have to find a balance with 
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parents and their expectations because they pay tuition. They want us to make it 
academically difficult, but want their kids to get good grades.”  Feedback from parents is 
recognized by teachers as a major accountability piece for the school, although much of it 
is informal.  Parental input can also lead to red flags for faculty evaluations or recognition 
of excellence at the end of each year.  Quarterly academic progress reports are delivered 
with more frequency for students with lower than average grades.  Report cards are also 
distributed quarterly for all students.  Parents have the option of withdrawing students at 
any time, a threat sometimes used to ensure compliance and the ultimate sanction for 
some students.   
In terms of the affective component of the school’s mission, the teachers were 
quick to note the leadership roles given to students, as well as the various levels of 
disciplinary action available.  In particular, they recounted instances of student leadership 
in the spiritual activities of the school.  Another major area of student leadership noted by 
the faculty is the Honor Code Council (HCC).  Teachers relate with pride that the HCC 
was created by a student and is currently run by students (though overseen by a faculty 
member).  “Parents say HCC was the best thing we’ve ever done,” confirms one teacher. 
In general, the teachers agree that students understand the rules and expectations 
given them.  One explained: 
We deal with students of high self-esteem here.  Plus, they know the 
rules—what we expect of them.  They are respectful of us and of each 
other, and teachers respect that.  In truth, they are a cut above most.  We 
know we’re succeeding with them because of their grades and because 
they’re happy.  We go out of our way to help those that aren’t. 
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Another teacher followed with a scenario in which students who are shy in class are 
allowed to participate in other ways: “It’s how we accommodate those who still need to 
learn social maturity.”   
 This supportive attitude spills over into the manner by which the teachers support 
each other.  A mentor program for new teachers is in place, and department chairs assist 
in the annual teacher evaluations.  Teachers in this school see the evaluation process as an 
opportunity to recognize good performance, although administrators acknowledge it as a 
necessary step in removing poor performers.  Teachers agreed that they “police each 
other,” and readily admit that they are uneven at “enforcing the uniform [dress code].”   
After a vote by the faculty, the Senior of the Month award is announced at the 
first Friday mass.  The winner is not only publicly recognized but earns a reserved 
parking spot and lunch with key administrators and his/her nominators.  Recognition 
continues throughout the month with a picture and “qualifications” list posted in the entry 
hall.  
The sense of community among the faculty at School C is strong and evidenced in 
a variety of ways.  The jovial, relaxed banter during group sessions with the researcher 
showed a group of professionals who enjoy each other’s company.  A similar, respectful 
banter between teachers and students was also noted in several classroom observations.  
A diverse group of eight to ten teachers meet weekly at the local IHOP for breakfast 
before school as a way to stay connected during a busy day.  The week that the researcher 
was invited to join this group (illustrating that it was truly an open gathering), a young, 
former teacher of the school also joined her mentors, who continued to support her work 
in her new position.   
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School C makes a concerted effort to balance rewards and sanctions in its internal 
accountability measures, although sanctions for poor academics are not widespread.  
According to the Parent – Student Handbook, the school only accepts students “based on 
their academic potential to successfully complete graduation requirements,” lessening the 
likelihood of students failing.  The chart in Table 8 summarizes the internal rewards and 
sanctions identified for School C.  Again, several items can be used in more than one 
category (sometimes either as a reward or a sanction), but are simplified here for 
illustrative purposes. 
 
Table 8 – Summary of Internal Rewards and Sanctions of School C 
 ACADEMIC 
intellectually 
mature 
AFFECTIVE 
spiritually, socially, 
morally mature 
ENVIRONMENT 
disciplined, nurturing, 
college preparatory, 
rooted in the Catholic 
tradition 
REWARDS • mathematics 
(and other 
subject) year 
end awards 
• National Honor 
Society 
• college 
acceptances 
• scholarships 
• citizenship awards 
• spirit award 
• Senior of the Month 
 
• educator excellence 
award 
• scholar/athlete 
award 
• parental feedback 
• teacher evaluations 
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Table 8 (continued) 
 ACADEMIC 
intellectually 
mature 
AFFECTIVE 
spiritually, socially, 
morally mature 
ENVIRONMENT 
disciplined, nurturing, 
college preparatory, 
rooted in the Catholic 
tradition 
SANCTIONS • progress reports 
and report cards 
• informal 
parental 
communication 
• threat of 
withdrawal 
• behavior contracts 
• honor code council 
hearing 
• detention (before or 
after school, or Sat. 
morning) 
• restricted 
participation in 
extra-curricular 
activities 
• AIA (alternate 
instructional 
arrangement) 
• Suspension 
• lunch table 
monitors 
• forum dress 
• expulsion 
 
 
Perhaps because of its smaller size, a pervasive sense of community is evident in 
School C.  Teachers and administrators alike accept their common roles in assuring that 
the school is accountable for meeting its mission by phrasing the efforts of the school in 
the first person plural, “we.”  Notable, too, is the school’s efforts in putting students in 
leadership roles that assist them in understanding the need for accountability.   While 
acknowledging that every school has room for improvement, this school community 
believes it holds itself accountable to its mission because it can readily cite evidence of 
how it does so.  
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Impediments 
 One of the research questions centered on the impediments to internal 
accountability.  What factors prevent a school from developing internal accountability 
systems to measure its outcomes?  As part of the interview questions, each school’s staff 
was asked specifically about impediments to the school’s system of internal 
accountability.  The ease with which they were able to identify impediments to 
accountability was linked with how well they were able to identify the rewards and 
sanctions themselves.   
The staff of School B found the most difficulty in recognizing factors that prevent 
the school from implementing an internal accountability system.  Discipline issues were 
noted as a primary impediment, reflecting an attitude of compartmentalization of the 
mission—a lack of ‘we’ being accountable.  Teachers complained about a growing 
number of students being “not motivated.” Administrators saw the state’s inability to 
implement an effective data gathering and reporting tool as a major impediment, forcing 
them to move “from preventative to reactionary” stances.   After further thought, time 
surfaced as a concern.  Teachers recognized that more time would allow them to build 
better relationships with each other and their students, as well as provide opportunities to 
implement some of the new methods shared by the district.   
The staff of School A identified a need for more staff to emphasize their internal 
accountability systems.  Recognizing their role in disciplining students, especially, they 
wanted “more players” to help with implementing the portion of their mission that 
addressed the affective domain.   
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In the same way, the staff of School C identified its small size (in numbers of both 
teachers and students) as an impediment to improved internal accountability.  Expressing 
a desire to offer more opportunities for their students to demonstrate success in the 
mission (intellectual, spiritual, social, and moral maturity), teachers saw the size of the 
school as a limiting factor.  “Because of staffing and the number of students, we can’t 
offer as many honors and AP classes as we’d like,” explained one teacher. 
While all three identified factors are related—a bigger school (identified by 
School C) has more staff members (identified by School A) who collectively have more 
time (identified by School B), the reasoning behind each factor further demonstrates the 
role the culture of the school plays in defining an effective accountability system.  School 
B seeks a solution that primarily points to others—to ‘they’ or ‘them.’   Schools A and C, 
both exhibiting greater ownership of the accountability for the mission among its staff, 
seek solutions that focus on ‘us.’  They look to solutions that enable them to improve 
upon their own ability to meet the mission of their respective schools.  School B has 
pockets within the staff with that perspective, but the staff as a whole is not there, yet. 
Impediments were also seen by the researcher in the lack of knowledge or 
understanding of a system used by a school to hold itself accountable.  Observations and 
document reviews revealed numerous informal and formal practices used to either reward 
or sanction behaviors that were not reported in interviews or focus group meetings.  
Without clear identification of the rewards and sanctions that lead to internal 
accountability, the methods of accountability appear less effectual.  As a result, the level 
of ownership of that accountability also could be viewed as an impediment.  Likewise, 
when staff members accepted the entire mission as their role at the school, accountability 
  
86 
methods were easier to identify and implement.  In other words, in cases where a teacher 
believed it is his/her role to ensure all parts of the school mission are met (not merely the 
academic content of his/her specialty area), then identifying internal accountability 
measures became much easier.  Understanding how accountability is applied is a key step 
in ensuring its effectiveness. 
Overall, the impediments found at the three schools echoed the findings of 
Ingram, Louis, and Schroeder (2004) about barriers to the use of data for decision-
making.  Lack of time, reliance on professional judgments (anecdotal, intuition, etc.), and 
identification of outcomes that are hard to measure were characteristics of the attempts of 
all three schools to implement internal accountability.  
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Chapter 5: Summary and Conclusions 
 This case study sought to identify the role internal accountability plays in three 
high schools as a tool in determining mission effectiveness.  The study addresses four 
research questions, the answers to which lead to further observations and suggestions. 
 
Research Questions 
 The first research question asked what multiple purposes or desired outcomes of 
schools are articulated via mission statements.  After observing the culture and operation 
of three high schools, examining their mission statements, and interviewing members of 
the schools’ staffs, it can be concluded that the findings reported in the literature review 
are confirmed—the multiple expectations for high schools encompass both intellectual 
and social purposes identified by our society.  Documents and artifacts for each school 
and discussions with faculty demonstrated that the articulation of purposes varied among 
the three schools but could be categorized in ways that show similarities in how the 
responsibilities for both students and the staff are defined. 
 While individuals at each school could identify broad components in the mission 
statement and stated their support for the standards and expectations expressed in their 
school’s mission, rarely were they confident in their own knowledge of the specific 
mission statement itself.  In all cases, when asked about the mission statement, members 
of the focus groups first asked to see the printed document. After reading it, they were 
more comfortable discussing it.  This lack of confidence did not indicate a lack of 
knowledge, however.  All stakeholders interviewed were able to describe in their own 
words the purposes and outcomes articulated in their respective school’s mission prior to 
discussing the document or reviewing the published statement.  The mission statement as 
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published, then, appeared to be a reasonable articulation of the purpose of the school as 
understood by the faculty and staff of each school. 
 The second research question asked what tools of external accountability exist to 
measure the multiple purposes of schools.  The research in the three case studies 
documented the use of different external accountability tools in each school. However, 
all are related to academic purposes and do not encompass the entire range of outcomes 
addressed in the mission statements.  The two public schools utilize state tests, which 
address different subject areas at different grade levels.  The external assessment 
common to all three schools, the SAT, is applicable only to students who are considering 
continuing their studies at the college/university level after graduating from high school.  
Therefore, this external tool measures only part of each school’s effectiveness in 
achieving its academic purposes.   
 The non-public school in this study relies less on such “high stakes” assessments 
as the SAT and more on such outcomes as the degree to which its students are accepted 
to study at selective colleges or universities.    Despite the use of the ACRE by the 
Catholic school, a test used widely throughout the country, it is not designed to produce 
scores to be used in comparing one school with other schools, but rather is used more as 
a pre-and post-testing of students during their career in a school.  Therefore, although 
listed as an external accountability measure, it is done so because the standards it 
measures are drafted externally.   
As a result, only a portion of the multiple purposes of the three schools were 
found to be measurable by external means.  The social or affective purposes noted by 
schools in their missions (e.g. spirituality, compassion, respect) are not addressed by any 
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external accountability measures demonstrating the limits of relying solely on external 
accountability systems to gauge the effectiveness of a school in meeting its mission. 
 The third question asked what kinds of internal accountability systems are in 
place to evaluate schools’ effectiveness in meeting stated purposes.  This question was 
difficult to answer because, in all three case study schools, internal accountability 
measures were in place, but were not structured as a system used specifically in 
evaluating the effectiveness of the mission.  There is not a conscious attempt to tie these 
measurement tools to the mission of the school and thereby implement a system that 
utilizes accountability as a means to improvement.  The study then, has taken the 
examples found at the schools and organized them for purposes of analysis.  With greater 
planning and design on the part of the school stakeholders, this initial work could evolve 
into what might become a recognized system of internal accountability, one in which a 
school could identify how well it is meeting its mission.   
In the case of School B, for example, where external measures of accountability 
were showing declines in the school’s ability to “create an environment that encourages 
a positive attitude toward individual growth, [and] the process of learning,” the 
administrators recognized the lack of accessible data on attendance as a contributing 
factor in their inability to proactively work with teachers and students (i.e. improve).  
Implicit in their frustration is the loss of accountability for a core piece of their mission, 
but while attendance and discipline data could be part of an overall internal system of 
measuring the school’s effectiveness in meeting its entire mission, the connection 
between the two was only highlighted by the questions posed during the study.  In other 
words, administrators use attendance as a feature of accountability, but only for 
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individual students, not for the school in terms of meeting its mission.  Another limiting 
factor is that attendance data are only recognized by administrators as an accountability 
measure—no teachers highlighted it as a method of accountability.  For a system of 
internal accountability to be effective as a measurement of school performance, the 
entire school community should recognize it as such. 
In the cases of School A and School C, the components used to reward behavior 
that led to the school’s meeting its mission were discussed and showcased with pride.  
The institutionalization of the process, however, made it difficult to recognize as an 
“accountability” system.  Meaning that, again, the school community did not equate 
rewarded behavior of specific individuals with evidence that the mission of the school is 
being met except in the context of the questions asked by the researcher.  School C (the 
Catholic school) was distinctive in its pervasive use of parents in its interpretation of 
internal accountability by citing them as judges of how well the school met its mission in 
informal and unstructured ways.  In rare cases were school staff members able to 
describe where and how they used the data from the identified accountability measures 
to improve their school’s effectiveness.  In all schools, additional methods of internal 
accountability existed but were not recognized as such by those interviewed, though 
noted by the researcher as part of this study, further illustrating that a system of 
evaluating the mission via internal accountability has room for improvement. 
 The fourth and final question asked what impediments exist to prevent schools 
from developing internal accountability systems for their outcomes.  The staff at some 
schools recognized that internal accountability of the school had room for improvement 
(e.g. better job at enforcing dress codes or improved data gathering on student 
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attendance), though none explicitly stated that they had no system in place.  A key 
impediment, therefore, is the apparent lack of understanding of how an internal 
accountability system could provide data to demonstrate the effectiveness of the school 
in meeting its mission, which in turn could be analyzed for efforts at improvement.   
The definition of accountability used for this research project identified four 
components—information, standards, consequences, and judges.  The accountability 
measures identified for each school contained all four components on a more 
individualized level—not necessarily aimed at the entire organization, meaning perhaps, 
that they were not as effective at providing accountability to the school, but rather to the 
individual students and staff within it.  Delineating the differences was difficult, as 
school performance as defined in each school’s mission is inextricably tied to 
performance of the students and staff.  Making the connection between individual 
performance and school mission is needed to create an effective internal accountability 
system. 
 
Observations 
 The case study demonstrated that the three schools used remarkably similar 
methods for internal accountability; even though School C in the study was visibly 
different than the other two, not only in size, but in governance.  The mission of the 
schools may have varied slightly, as well, but similar categories emerged from the 
analysis of the three mission statements.   
Because the staff members of the three schools had varying levels of 
understanding of systems and methods of internal accountability, the recognition on their 
part of the link between those systems and the external systems of accountability was not 
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readily apparent.  Perhaps in part because these three schools were more successful than 
not in the area of academics, the need for analysis of overall school performance did not 
seem to be so important to all staff members.  Few could say in reference to internal 
accountability, “Because we see X internally, our performance on external accountability 
assessments are higher.”  On the other hand, teachers and administrators could cite 
anecdotal evidence of how performance of individual students was demonstrating that 
they are meeting their mission.  The internal accountability tools also sometimes 
highlighted for them where they are failing particular students in light of the mission.  In 
some cases, they recognized the measures and their benefits, but not as one of 
accountability for the school.  The descriptor of internal accountability was foreign to 
them.  In other words, staff members recognized norms in terms of behavior and 
achievement (which the researcher translated into standards of an accountability system), 
and could cite rewards and sanctions for those norms, but they have yet to set objectives 
for those standards and develop an accountability system for measuring their 
effectiveness in terms of the stated mission of the school. 
Appendix D lists some example internal accountability system components that 
were not found at any of the three schools that illustrate a potential beginning framework 
for establishing measurable internal standards for some of the affective domain concepts 
found in the mission statements of the three schools.  The systems listed are aimed at 
providing rewards and sanctions to larger segments of the entire school, rather than 
focusing on rewards and sanctions for specific individuals, thereby focusing 
accountability efforts on the school as a whole.  By utilizing a system in which 
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performance can be quantified and measured at regular intervals, the school community 
can realize progress or decline in its ability to meet its mission. 
 
Implications for Practice 
 As noted in the section on impediments to internal accountability, schools would 
benefit if they were to establish both formal and informal, external and internal systems 
of accountability to determine the degree to which they are meeting the academic and 
social purposes and outcomes articulated in their mission.  These systems that include 
internal standards for behavior and performance must be clearly identified and applied 
consistently for ownership to be achieved.  Promoting those systems as a tool for 
enhancing ownership of the mission may provide schools with opportunities to highlight 
their effectiveness.  School improvement teams that take the time to identify those 
systems and poll the various constituencies of the school to gauge understanding and 
acceptance, as well as opinions of effectiveness, may find that the exercise itself helps to 
better ground the community in its mission.   
 Because the practice of developing a common vision (often through a 
collaborative strategic planning process) for a school community that includes a key 
evaluative piece that is monitored regularly is primarily the responsibility of the school 
leadership, programs that educate school leaders have a role in featuring accountability 
for the mission as an important component of effective school leadership.  School leaders 
should expect appropriate instruction on the importance of vision and how it should be 
monitored, thereby building an understanding of internal accountability system design 
and implementation. 
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All three schools in this study have identified learning in the affective domain as 
part of their mission, yet few external accountability systems include measures that 
address that aspect of a school’s effectiveness.  While some individual tools have specific 
applicability (such as the ACRE test used by School C), public schools in particular 
would benefit from an assessment tool that could have wide applicability to a majority of 
public schools.  Encouraging districts to search for or create tools that could be used 
system-wide would be a logical first step in moving towards a tool with wider 
applicability.   
 
Suggestions for Further Research 
 The topic of internal accountability and its relationship to the mission of the 
school deserves further study.  The following are suggestions of how to approach the 
topic. 
First, the methodology could be adjusted to include a participant observer model.  
Alternatively, shadowing a teacher or administrator for several successive days would 
allow for a different perspective on a case study.  The limits of observation conducted by 
an outsider to the school are evident when it comes to fully realizing the nature of the 
culture of a school.  Placing the research in the context of how the culture of a school 
impacts internal accountability would then be a natural extension of the topic. 
Second, were schools to grow in their understanding of how internal 
accountability could become an important tool in the arsenal for school improvement, 
action research projects on the systems themselves could evolve into detailed studies of 
the effectiveness of particular rewards and sanctions (consequences) used in each system.  
Analyzing the value of specific rewards and sanctions might lead to the identification of 
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common features of successful components and lead to greater transferability of effective 
systems to other institutions.  Schools participating in such a study would first have to 
establish a true system of internal accountability for the mission, that consciously 
established the accountability components discussed in this study. 
Third, there is much room in the field to explore the place of the mission 
statement in schools – how they are developed, how they are understood, as well as how 
they are used.  If the mission articulates the standards to which schools are held, greater 
understanding of how those standards are developed, implemented, and judged is needed. 
Fourth, to better examine the alignment between internal and external 
accountability, a longitudinal study that examines a school intent on developing and 
implementing both internal and external formal accountability systems could examine 
correlations in the results obtained in both systems.  A related study could examine a 
school that chooses to operationalize its objectives through strategic planning efforts, by 
using mission to establish vision, to build consensus, and to measure progress.   
Fifth, broadening the data set to include all stakeholders in a case study of internal 
accountability would draw a richer picture of the system of any school.  For instance, 
including students and/or parents in a study would add two other perspectives on both the 
mission and the effectiveness of a school.  While a study that includes district/diocesan or 
state level personnel or board members may not shed much light on internal 
accountability measures, their input might add to the discussion of external accountability 
and the mission. 
Finally, an important project for future research is the formation of assessment 
tools for internal accountability systems that align with and measure performance against 
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mission-tied outcomes.  The development and testing of these important measures is a 
key component in assisting schools to hold themselves accountable for their purposes as 
defined in their mission statements.  With viable measures for internal accountability, 
schools can strengthen their ability to address their mission as a whole and begin to 
develop best practices for ensuring that those aims in the affective domain are being 
reached. 
 
Conclusion 
 While the focus of the nation is on improving schools as measured through 
comparable standardized tests of academic performance, these external accountability 
measures fail to address the larger picture of evaluating the mission of many schools that 
include both academic and social purposes and outcomes.  By validating internal 
accountability systems, schools can realize effectiveness at the site level regardless of the 
availability of external accountability.  If we think of mission as being the “emotion of 
excellence” (Middle States Association of Colleges and Schools, 2002, p.304), ensuring a 
school’s effectiveness in meeting its mission is a welcome path to school improvement. 
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Appendix A: Introduction Letter from School 
 
 
 
Dear Members of the [School B] community: 
 
This year we have a doctoral student in our school doing research on accountability and 
mission.  Linda Huskey is a PhD student in the School of Education at Drexel University, 
and has been given approval for her project by our district office. 
 
Linda’s study is focusing on the purposes of our school and the internal systems we use 
to hold ourselves accountable for its mission.  She is reviewing documents, observing our 
school in action, and holding several focus group and interview sessions with parents and 
teachers.  Participants for the group meetings are being selected for invitation randomly, 
and the involvement of either parents or teachers is strictly voluntary.  Students will not 
be involved in any meetings.  While Linda will share her final product with us, specific 
names and their responses will not be accessible to anyone but the researcher.  
 
We have agreed to be a part of this study for two reasons.  First, our school will likely 
benefit from the results of this study.  Linda’s project will enable us to examine in depth 
how we hold ourselves accountable for the things we say we want to do for our students.  
It will show us what ways we ensure that we meet our mission and what types of things 
impede us from measuring our effectiveness.  A second reason we are involved is 
because of my professional relationship with the researcher.  I have worked with Linda 
Huskey for several years in my role as a Commissioner at the Middle States Association, 
and have every confidence that her project is worthwhile and will uphold high standards 
of professionalism. 
 
Attached, you will find an invitation from Linda’s advisor to participate in one of the 
Focus Group Meetings.  You are under no obligation to do so.  If you have any questions, 
feel free to contact me or Dr. Craig Bach, Linda’s advisor. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Dr. xxx  XXXX 
Principal 
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Appendix B: Introduction Letter to Individual Participants 
 
 
 
Name 
[School B] 
[Street Address] 
[City, State Zip] 
 
Dear Name: 
 
As a member of the [School B] community, you are in a unique position to share your 
knowledge of the school with us.  I am supervising a doctoral student, Linda Huskey, 
who is researching the link between internal accountability systems and school mission 
statements.  Your principal and district office have agreed to allow us to use [School B] 
as a case study for her research.   
 
We would like to invite you to participate in one of several focus group meetings we plan 
to conduct with others like yourself.  The meeting itself should take no longer than 45 
minutes and will be an informal discussion of [School B] and the ways the school 
“knows” it is effective in doing what it aims to do.  The analysis of all the meetings will 
be compiled into Linda’s dissertation, which will be shared with the principal upon 
completion.  No individual names will be used in the final paper.**  In addition to these 
focus group meetings, she will also be conducting individual interviews, reading various 
documents, and observing your school in action. Your participation is completely 
voluntary and you decide not to participate or withdraw at any time there will be no 
negative consequences toward you or your children/students. 
 
I hope you will be able to take the time to share your understanding of [School B] – what 
it is striving to accomplish and how you and others know what is working.   
Refreshments will be served!  Please let us know if you can join us by returning the 
bottom section of this sheet to the box located in the main office. 
 
Sincerely,    Focus Group Meeting #1 
     Time/Location:  April , 2005; 3:15 pm / Library 
      
Dr. Craig Bach   Focus Group Meeting #2 
School of Education   Time/Location:  April , 2005; 3:15 pm / Library  
Drexel University    
 
**N.B. – In order to facilitate the accurate recording of data from these meetings, they will be 
audio taped, however, the tapes will remain with the researcher at all times and will be destroyed 
upon the completion of the study.  In an effort to maintain confidentiality and anonymity in these 
meetings, Linda will ask that names and other identifiers not be used. 
 
___  Yes, I will join you at the Focus Group Meeting #___   
 
___  No, I won’t be able to make these meetings 
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Appendix C: Focus Group / Individuals Question Outline 
 
 
 
1. What do you think is the purpose of this school?  Why does it exist?  What is it trying 
to do? 
2. How do you know that?  Do you read it places?  Does anyone ever talk about it? 
3. Do you think most people think like you do about the mission of this school?  Do 
teachers?  Do parents?  Do students?  Do administrators? 
4. What about A, B, or C, that are mentioned in the school’s mission statement – do you 
agree that they are part of the purpose of this school? 
5. Given X, Y, Z (outcomes identified as purposes), are there examples you can share of 
how you know the school is doing what it is supposed to for its students? 
6. What happens if the school fails to do X?  What would happen in the school?  What 
would the teachers do? 
7. What do you think would happen if the school failed to do A?  What would happen in 
the school?  What would the administrators do? 
8. In what ways do you help the school fulfill its mission?  Do all teachers / students / 
administrators / adults do the same?   Why do you think that is so?  
9. Who is accountable for the success of this school?  To whom? 
10. If you could change the way the school reacts to any part of its mission, what would 
you change? 
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Appendix D: Potential or Example Components of an Internal Accountability 
System  
 
 
 
 Information Standards Consequences Judges Sample 
Mission 
Component 
1 attendance 
records 
98% school 
wide attendance 
for 5 
consecutive days 
early dismissal 
day for students 
administration environment 
conducive to 
academic 
excellence 
2 avg service 
hours 
beyond 
requirement 
55% of students 
in a given grade 
level donate 
add’l 20 hrs  
School Service 
Award for the 
class announced, 
posted, 
published 
student 
activities 
director 
caring, 
responsible 
citizens 
3 senior 
service 
project 
10% fail to 
complete req’d  
project 
no senior trip senior advisor sensitive to the 
needs of others 
4 discipline 
records 
5 or more 
incidents of 
cheating or  
stealing  
loss of student 
lounge privileges 
for 2 months for 
class that earned 
discipline marks 
Honor 
Council 
responsibility, 
integrity 
 
moral maturity 
5 extra-
curricular 
participation 
90% 
participation 
2 activity days 
dedicated to 
showcase 
accomplishments 
athletic 
director; vice-
principal for 
student life 
social, 
physical, and 
artistic growth 
6 reports of 
bullying or 
harassment 
more than once 
a term 
add’l day added 
to faculty 
calendar for 
training on 
issues 
students / 
parents 
environment of 
safety…support 
7 School C 
Faith 
Survey  
seniors select 
85% of 
preferred 
answers 
celebrations of 
faith added to 
school calendar 
school 
chaplain 
spiritual 
maturity 
8 School B 
Citizenship 
Appraisal 
75% of students 
participate in 
event(s) to 
alleviate local 
needs 
School Service 
Award for the 
class with 
greatest % of 
participation 
announced, 
posted, 
published 
Service 
Committee 
conscious of 
human dignity, 
responsible 
citizenship 
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Appendix D (continued) 
 Information Standards Consequences Judges Sample 
Mission 
Component 
9 School A 
Critical 
Thinking 
Portfolio 
20% of seniors 
failed to justify 
completion of 
portfolio 
add’l day added 
to faculty 
calendar for 
training on 
issues 
vice-principal 
for academics 
productive 
citizens 
  
 
